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Abstract
Collaboration among professionals is promoted in various disciplines. This Organizational
Improvement Plan addresses a Problem of Practice (PoP) in a Canadian higher education
institution. The PoP is the absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty of an Early
Childhood Studies program. In the context of this plan, collaboration is defined as a
multidimensional, ongoing process that includes interaction, time commitment, the exchange of
expertise, and the maintenance of a professional working relationship with stakeholders in order
to promote best outcomes. Failure to address this PoP is a disservice to children and their
families. Leadership and faculty of the Early Childhood Studies program have an ethical
obligation to engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills, knowledge, and pedagogical
practices that will produce graduates of the highest quality. A ripple effect of this change is that
graduates will be better prepared to make the greatest possible difference by supporting children
and their families to achieve equal outcomes and well-being. Central to this plan are three
leadership approaches: transformational, participative, and mindful leadership. Social
constructivism is the overarching theory framing this plan and is supported with organizational
culture theory. A solution is identified, a union of reflective group practice and communities of
practice, and a change path model is used to facilitate the change, with a focus on addressing
resistance, communication, knowledge mobilization, and reflection. In addition, a participatory
orientation to evaluation and the Plan, Do, Study, Act model are used to frame the monitoring
and evaluation of the change.
Keywords: collaboration, social constructivism, organizational culture, early childhood
studies, reflective group practice, CoPs
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Executive Summary
This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) is focused on a Problem of Practice (PoP)
in an Early Childhood Studies (ECS) program situated in a Canadian higher education institution
referred to herein as Institute G (a pseudonym). The ECS program is staffed by sessional faculty
who represent a range of disciplines and expertise, are highly skilled, and work towards the
program goal of educating and preparing graduates to be workforce ready (Institute G, n.d.-b).
Graduates gain employment in settings that are multidisciplinary and require collaboration with
other professionals, with the common goal of supporting the overall health and well-being of
children and their families (Goodsett et al., 2016; Institute G, n.d.-g; Masin & Valle-Riestra,
2007). ECS faculty emphasize the value of collaboration in daily pedagogy yet fail to model and
engage in collaboration with fellow instructors. Evidence is presented in the subsection Internal
Evidence. Specifically, the PoP is the absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty of the
ECS program.
Chapter 1 presents the organizational context and frames the PoP by addressing the
organizational theories that influence it. Additionally, evidence that frames the PoP is provided in
the form of a literature review, a Political, Economic, Social, Technological, and Environmental
(PESTE) analysis, and an analysis of internal evidence. Fostering a culture of collaboration is the
focus of this OIP. Collaboration is defined as a multidimensional, ongoing process that includes
interaction, time commitment, the exchange of different forms of expertise, and the maintenance
of a professional working relationship with stakeholders in order to promote best outcomes
(Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Thistlewaite, 2012). In addition, the
leadership focused vision for change is discussed in the context of equity, ethics, and social
justice.
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Chapter 2 of this OIP focuses on planning and development. The chapter identifies and
develops the leadership framework adopted to address the PoP. The leadership framework blends
three leadership practices—transformational, participative, and mindful—to best capitalize on
the common values of empowerment, equality, and reflection. These values will be used to
mobilize and intrinsically motivate the rich diversity of professionals that I hope to collaborate
with to make a positive change to the faculty culture (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewics, 2015; Rafferty et
al., 2013). Additionally, Chapter 2 discusses the theoretical and change frameworks for
addressing the proposed change, placing an emphasis on Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path
model. The chapter includes a critical organizational analysis as well as possible solutions to
address the PoP resulting in the preferred solution being identified: a union of reflective group
practice and communities of practice. The chapter concludes with a discussion on leadership
ethics and organizational change.
The final chapter of this OIP focuses on the change implementation process, monitoring,
and evaluation while utilizing a participatory orientation. It presents the change implementation
plan, change process monitoring and evaluation, plan to communicate the need for change and
change process, and, finally, next steps and future considerations. This OIP strengthens the
importance of fostering a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty. Meaningful engagement
and sharing of knowledge, skills, and expertise with one another promotes additional
opportunities to engage in cooperative activities, thereby maximizing faculty performance and
contributing to student success (Seonghee & Boryung, 2008).
This OIP reinforces Burnes’s (1996) view that organizational change is most often an
open-ended and continuous process that can be driven from the bottom up. It strengthens the
need to ensure my colleagues believe that the change they will engage in is valuable for
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themselves and the organization (Moran & Brightman, 2001). My understanding of the
importance and value of adopting a participatory orientation to leadership, change
implementation, monitoring, and evaluation is presented. A participatory orientation at all stages
of the change process is critical to the success of change initiatives (Earl & Cousins, 2004). My
most critical role as a change agent is presented: to take care of the people involved in the change
process, to communicate, and to provide guidance and support to aid in their adaptation to the
change, while acknowledging their concerns and emotions (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cawsey et al.,
2016; Kang, 2015).
Most important, engagement with this OIP has reinforced my professional responsibility
and the responsibility of ECS faculty to foster a culture of collaboration in order to address our
ethical obligations. Leadership and faculty of the ECS program have an ethical obligation to
engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills, knowledge, and pedagogical practices that
will produce graduates of the highest quality. An impact of this change is that graduates will be
better equipped to make the greatest possible difference in children’s lives by supporting children
and their families to attain equal outcomes and well-being (Sykes, 2014). I aspire to this goal by
nurturing future early childhood professionals to develop the skills necessary to best support
children and families. As presented throughout this OIP, supporting best outcomes for children
and families necessitates an assortment of skills, knowledge, and expertise, which can be
achieved only through collaboration (E. M. Anderson, 2013; Health Professions Network
Nursing and Midwifery Office, 2010).
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Definitions
Change agent: A change agent is the person who leads the change, playing “any or all of the
initiator, implementer, or facilitator roles” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 26).
Change driver: Change drivers are “events, activities, or behaviours that facilitate the
implementation of change” (Whelan-Berry et al., 2003, p. 100).
Change management: Change management is the process of continually renewing an
organization’s direction, structure, and capabilities to serve the ever-changing needs of external
and internal stakeholders (Moran & Brightman, 2001).
Change readiness: Change readiness is “the degree to which those involved are individually and
collectively primed, motivated and technically capable of executing the change” (Holt &
Vardaman, 2013, p. 9).
Champions: In the context of this OIP, champions are faculty who are advocates for the
proposed change (Health Professions Network Nursing and Midwifery Office, 2010) sharing
similar beliefs regarding the value of fostering a culture of collaboration within the Early
Childhood Studies program.
Collaboration: Collaboration is a multidimensional, ongoing process that includes interaction,
time commitment, the exchange of different forms of expertise and the maintenance of a
professional working relationship with stakeholders in order to promote best outcomes (Masin &
Valle-Riestra, 2007; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Thistlewaite, 2012).
Collegial framework: The collegial framework embodies a focus on consensus, consultation,
mutual respect, and equality among members of the community (Dearlove, 1997; Kezar, 2018;
Massy et al., 1994).

xv
Communities of Practice (CoPs): CoPs are “groups of people who share a concern, a set of
problems or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their knowledge and expertise in this area
by interacting on an ongoing basis” (Wenger, 2000, p. 4). CoPs vary in size, formality, purpose
and include core and peripheral members (Wenger, 2000; Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner,
2015).
Convex lens: The convex lens encourages examination of details, steps that need to be taken, in
what order, and at what cost (Buller, 2015).
Cultural framework: The cultural framework embraces an egalitarian approach, in which all
organizational members play a role in shaping culture, and constructing meaning (Manning,
2018).
Faculty Learning Communities (FLCs): FLCs provide a forum for ongoing conversation,
professional development, training and collaboration among professionals (E. R. Elliott et al.,
2016; Yeo et al., 2019). FLCs provide opportunities including developing new pedagogies,
altering classroom practices, adapting learning strategies, discussing challenges and progress,
and sharing resources (E. R. Elliott et al., 2016; Yeo et al., 2019).
Knowledge mobilization: Knowledge mobilization refers to “a range of processes that help
move research results into society, as well as bring new ideas into the world of research”
(SSHRC, 2012, p. 12), supporting the exchange of good practice and lessons learned, and
providing useful information and guidance to policy makers and stakeholders (European
Commission, 2017).
Mindful leadership: Mindful leadership entails focusing on others' perspective taking and
reflection for the purpose of building stronger relationships and inspiring (Ehrlich, 2017).
Organizational culture: Organizational culture pertains to the norms, values and ideologies that
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are created, shaped, and sustained in an organization and is revealed through symbols such as
vision, values, language, and behaviour (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Tierney, 1988).
Participative leadership: Participative leadership is a social process in which collective and
shared leadership behaviours are dominant, and requires a leader who consults with followers,
invites them to share in decision making, obtains their ideas and opinions, and integrates their
suggestions into decisions about how groups or organizations will proceed (Northouse, 2019; Or
& Berkovich, 2021).
Participatory evaluation: “Participatory evaluation is an overarching term for any evaluation
approach that involves program staff or participants actively in decision-making and other
activities related to the planning and implementation of evaluation studies” (Coghlan, 2005, p.
291).
Resistance: In the context of this OIP, resistance refers to an act of disobedience, defiance,
devaluing, avoiding, or preventing change (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2019; Oreg, 2003;
Scharmer, 2016).
Ripple effects: Ripple effects “are the impacts that organizational actions and presence bring to
stakeholders within and surrounding the organization” (Lewis, 2019, p. 9).
Social constructivism: Social constructivism is a theory of knowledge that assumes knowledge,
understanding, significance, and meaning-making are actively constructed in coordination with
other human beings (Amineh & Asl, 2015; Derry, 2013; Hua Liu & Matthews, 2005; Van Bergen
& Parsell, 2019).

xvii
Social justice: Social justice entails doing the right thing for all people, facilitated by nurturing
environments that are equitable: environments in which individuals are supported to overcome
personal or social circumstances that may hinder accessibility to equal outcomes and well-being
(College of Early Childhood Educators of Ontario, 2017; Sykes, 2014).
Stakeholders: Stakeholders are those who have a stake in an organization’s process, monitoring,
evaluation, and results (Lewis, 2019; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016).
Transformational leadership: Transformational leadership is “a process that changes and
transforms people. It is concerned with emotions, values, ethics, standards and long-term goals”
(Northouse, 2019, p. 163). The transformational leader’s role is to empower their followers, to
develop them into leaders, and influence their collective efficacy to cooperate, perform, and
achieve organizational goals (Avolio, 2011; Burns, 1978; Kark et al., 2003).
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Chapter 1: Introduction and Problem
This Organizational Improvement Plan (OIP) outlines a Problem of Practice (PoP).
Specifically, this PoP identifies the absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty of an
Early Childhood Studies (ECS) program situated in a Canadian higher education institution.
Collaboration is a multidimensional, ongoing process that includes interaction, time
commitment, the exchange of different forms of expertise, and the maintenance of a professional
working relationship with stakeholders in order to promote best outcomes (Masin & ValleRiestra, 2007; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Thistlewaite, 2012). The goal of this OIP is to guide
the utilization of appropriate change models, along with a leadership framework, to foster a
culture of collaboration among faculty in the ECS program. A proposed solution is presented;
namely, a union of reflective group practice and Communities of Practice (CoPs), in addition to a
communication, knowledge mobilization, and monitoring and evaluation plan. In this OIP, I refer
to Canadian children and their families, as most ECS graduates will be practicing in a Canadian
context.
Chapter 1 of this OIP provides a systematic introduction to the PoP and is organized into
seven sections. The first two sections describe the organizational and personal contexts in which
the PoP is embedded and are followed by a succinct articulation of the PoP in the third section.
The fourth section frames the PoP by addressing the organizational theories that influence the
PoP. In addition, evidence that frames the PoP is provided in the form of a literature review, a
Political, Economic, Social, Technological, and Environmental (PESTE) analysis, and an
analysis of internal evidence. The fifth section presents questions that emerge from the PoP, and
the sixth section describes my leadership-focused vision for change including the significance of
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the proposed change in the context of equity, ethics, and social justice. Finally, the seventh
section describes the organization’s change readiness.
The PoP is best understood when placed in the organizational context. The following
section provides a brief overview of the organization’s history, context, organizational structure,
and culture, in hopes that it assists the reader to better understand the PoP.
Organizational Context
This OIP focuses on my institutional workplace which, for the purpose of anonymization,
is referred to as Institute G. In this section, Institute G’s mission, vision and values, in addition to
Institute G’s organizational structure and culture are presented.
Mission, Vision, and Values
Just over 20 years ago, a mutually beneficial collaboration was forged between a wellrespected university and a college in Ontario, Canada, providing students with the opportunity to
earn both a diploma and an honours degree in 4 years (Institute G, n.d.-e). Institute G was
founded on the principle of integrating experiential learning opportunities into the traditional
academic curriculum. Each program incorporates hundreds of hours of workplace experience to
support the overarching goal of nurturing and preparing graduates to be workforce ready
(Institute G, n.d.-e). Foremost, Institute G values open inquiry, collaboration, and mutual respect.
Institute G is a learner-centred higher education institute that values the promotion of
collaboration among various stakeholders, including undergraduate and graduate students,
faculty, staff, and alumni, as well as the local and international community, other educational
institutions, government, and businesses (Institute G, n.d.-d).

3
Organizational Structure
Institute G is situated in the province of Ontario, Canada, and is required to adhere to the
policy directives of the Ministry of Colleges and Universities (Government of Ontario, 2021,
Legislation section, para. 1). These include, but are not limited to, the Ministry of Training,
Colleges and Universities Act (1990) and the Higher Education Quality Council Act (2005).
Figure 1 depicts Institute G’s organizational structure.
Figure 1
Organizational Structure of Institute G

As shown in Figure 1, Institute G is organized hierarchically, governed by a bicameral
governance structure consisting of a Board of Governors and a Senate. The Board of Governors
comprises a variety of professionals and community members who represent a multitude of
professions and disciplines, whereas the Senate comprises a variety of professionals and eminent
administrators from Institute G. Items such as revenues and expenditures are overseen by the
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Board of Governors, and the Senate oversees, for example, academic programs, regulations, and
policies (MacKinnon, 2014). Further, Institute G as a whole is led by one senior administrator,
eight program heads, and three administrative department heads (Institute G, n.d.-b). Each of the
eight programs is overseen by a program head and assistant program head whose responsibilities
include, but are not limited to, curriculum development; appointing, supporting, and evaluating
instructors; and supporting students. To preserve anonymity, the eight programs are not named in
this OIP, with the exception of ECS. Departments, which are not depicted in Figure 1, include
Finance and Administration, Student Services, and the Campus Registrar. Institute G’s
leadership, faculty, and students occupy a naturally lit, easy to navigate four-storey building. The
first level is reserved for Student Services. The second and third levels are occupied by
classrooms and program offices. Senior administration occupies the fourth and highest level of
the building.
Organizational Culture
Sessional instructors are part-time or contract, nontenured, and nonpermanent teaching
staff (Macdonald, 2013). Tenure, in higher education, carries an implicit assumption of
permanent employment (Bess, 1998). Consequently, the term nontenured carries the assumption
of contract or nonpermanent employment. Contracts for sessional instructors are 12 weeks in
length. The majority of faculty in all programs at Institute G are sessional instructors. Only two
of the eight programs at Institute G have appointed full-time faculty, and those appointments
have been for only one full-time faculty member each. Some sessional instructors at Institute G
teach in multiple programs. Employment for sessional instructors is precarious, with part-time
faculty accounting for 50% of the Ontario University academic workforce (Gismondi, 2021).
The absence of job security is profound, potentially impacting the culture of Institute G at both
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the organizational and program level, as it has at other higher education institutes (Macdonald,
2013). Seeing beyond a 12-week contract for the purpose of initiating or moving towards making
change is challenging, often resulting in faculty working independently of one another. As
sessional faculty move through a revolving door of teaching assignments, they engage in
ongoing competition with one another, resulting in division and self-interest—juxtaposed to
unity and collaboration. Thereby, motivating faculty to participate in issues of collective
significance, such as engaging in a culture of collaboration, has been increasingly challenging
(Ball, 2015; Clarke, 2012).
This OIP addresses a PoP in the ECS program. The program head and assistant program
head of ECS embody transformational leadership. Their words and actions exhibit commitment
and support for faculty and students. It is evident that leadership responsibilities and roles are
divided amongst the program head and assistant program head, often based on their capabilities
and interests. ECS faculty represent a range of disciplines including early childhood
professionals, program administrators, social workers, speech pathologists, psychologists,
website developers, anti-racist educators, and biochemists. All ECS faculty are sessional and
unionized, with varying agencies. For example, some sessional faculty are primarily employed
with organizations outside of Institute G, and instruct, on average, one to two courses each
semester. For others, such as myself, sessional instruction at Institute G is their primary
employment. I instruct up to six courses each fall and winter semester, with a maximum of 12
per academic year. Some sessional faculty participate in course development and revision in
addition to instruction. Student evaluations, teaching assessments completed by program chairs,
and awards earned indicate that I am a sessional faculty who is respected and trusted by my
peers, students, and leaders. I will use these foundational relationships and my proposed
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leadership and change frameworks as a means to promote collegiality and meaning-making with
my colleagues, thereby, in time, fostering a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty.
The following section describes my leadership position and lens statement. This section
identifies the foundational beliefs that guide my leadership practice.
Leadership Position and Lens Statement
This section describes my values and beliefs, agency, and leadership lens. My values and
beliefs underpin my leadership position, and the proposed change as presented in this OIP.
Values and Beliefs
I am an early childhood professional, specifically a registered early childhood educator in
the province of Ontario, as regulated by the College of Early Childhood Educators of Ontario
(CECE; 2017). My career spans over 25 years working in various capacities, with a multitude of
communities experiencing a variety of risk factors. Throughout my years of varied employment
opportunities as an early childhood professional, I have witnessed the increasing challenges
facing Canadian children and families, including increased health inequalities and challenges
with education achievement and skill development (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2018;
UNICEF Canada, 2020). On account of this, my professional and ethical responsibilities lie with
supporting Canadian children and their families to achieve best outcomes. In my current role and
agency, I aspire to reach this goal by reflecting on my values: the empowerment of others,
equality, and reflection. My approach to leadership involves nurturing future early childhood
professionals to develop the skills necessary to best support children and their families. However,
I cannot do this alone. Supporting best outcomes for children and families requires a variety of
skills, knowledge, and expertise. These outcomes can be achieved only through collaboration (E.
M. Anderson, 2013; Health Professions Network Nursing and Midwifery Office [WHO], 2010).
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In the context of this OIP, collaboration is defined as a multidimensional, ongoing process that
includes interaction, time commitment, the exchange of different forms of expertise, and
maintaining a professional working relationship with stakeholders to promote best outcomes
(Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Thistlewaite, 2012). I will employ
my agency to foster a culture of collaboration among faculty of the ECS program.
The following subsection describes my agency in relation to the proposed change. My
agency directly impacts my ability to influence the proposed change and the change model that is
most appropriate to bring about the proposed change.
Agency
Timperley (2011) stated that changes in teaching and leadership practices can result in
improved student outcomes, including being workforce ready. As a faculty of sessional
instructors, we can engage in a culture of collaboration to ensure pedagogical practices, skills,
and knowledge will produce graduates of the highest quality. An implication of engaging in a
culture of collaboration is that graduates of the ECS program will be better prepared to make the
greatest possible difference in children’s lives by supporting children and families to achieve
equal outcomes and well-being (E. M. Anderson, 2013; Sykes, 2014). The change will be
brought about by engaging in three leadership approaches: transformational, participative, and
mindful leadership.
Reflection on my agency indicates that facilitating a second-order or transformational
change among my peers and the culture of the ECS program is most appropriate to achieve my
aim (Kezar, 2018). Second-order change is systemic change, taking time to occur, and in the
context of the PoP, will result in a cultural shift among ECS faculty. Second-order change
involves a nonlinear progression, a transformation from one state to another that is best
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facilitated through collaborative leadership, which aligns with my leadership framework (Kezar,
2018; Zsebik, 2008). The proposed change is to foster a culture of collaboration among ECS
faculty in which faculty can share, discuss, reflect, learn, and make meaning with one another,
positively impacting their practice and that of their students.
Leadership Lens
It is critical that my leadership lens reflects my values and practices, and that it aligns
with the values and mission of Institute G, as this will inspire individual and collective efforts
(Bolman & Gallos, 2011). Given the value I place on the empowerment of others, equality, and
reflection, my approach to leadership is informed by three leadership frameworks:
transformational, participative, and mindful leadership, as introduced in Chapter 1, Agency.
Burnes and By (2012) stated that leadership is primarily focused on bringing about
transformational change. Transformational leadership is a process that changes and transforms
people through the utilization of charisma, inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and
individualized consideration (Bass, 1985; Northouse, 2019). Transformational leaders transform
individuals “to make them more receptive to, and build capacity for, bringing about
organizational change” (Bommer et al., 2005, p. 734). Simply stated, transformational leaders
can employ a shared organizational culture to aid in the transformation of their employees’
loyalties and behaviours (Black, 2015).
My practice aligns with Antonakis and House’s (2013) five factors comprising
transformational leadership: idealized influence (attributed), idealized influence (behaviours),
inspirational motivation, intellectual stimulation, and individualized consideration. For example,
I support the success and development of others by listening, motivating, and encouraging
critical reflection, with the goal of promoting organizational change and effectiveness (Shields,

9
2010). Making meaning with my colleagues entails learning about them, what interests them, and
what is important to them, with the goal of creating connections that result in increased levels of
intrinsic motivation, trust, and consciousness about an idealized goal (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985;
Bass & Riggio, 2006; Cawsey et al., 2016; Northouse, 2019; Tierney & Lanford, 2016).
Transformational leadership is enhanced by participative leadership. Or and Berkovich
(2021) defined participative leadership as a “social process in which collective and shared
leadership behaviours are dominant” (p. 3). The participative leader consults with followers,
invites them to share in decision-making, gathers and appreciates their ideas and opinions, and
integrates their suggestions into decisions about how groups or organizations will proceed (Belle,
2016; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Northouse, 2019; Scharmer, 2016). This approach aligns with
Institute G’s emphasis on collaboration and is evident in my practice as I value all voices and
welcome others’ ideas and views (Leithwood & Duke, 1999). As a sessional faculty member, my
leadership leverage is minimal. However, this combination of leadership styles is conducive to
gaining buy-in from colleagues on the importance of collaboration, thereby supporting
implementation of the proposed change.
Mindful leadership and Scharmer’s (2016) Theory U further enrich my leadership lens.
Scharmer’s Theory U suggests that an effective change process follows a U-shaped path, in
which one must engage in mindfulness. Scharmer described mindfulness as “the capacity to
attend to your experiences, while also paying attention to your attention. It requires a shift in
your awareness to a higher level: seeing yourself from the whole” (2016, p. xxvii). Buller (2015)
described this process as looking “inward and downward into our own values and core beliefs
and then [venturing] upward and outward in a way that applies the insight we gain to the
challenges that surround us” (p. 89). This process requires me to listen, suspend, and be open
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minded (Scharmer, 2016; Scharmer & Senge, 2009). Mindful leadership includes perspective
taking, reflection, and working with others. Focusing on others results in better listening,
building stronger relationships, and inspiring others (Ehrlich, 2017). Scharmer stated that
engaging in mindful practices in leadership elicits a positive response “particularly amongst the
next generation of leaders” (2016, p. xxvii) who, in the context of this OIP, are future early
childhood professionals. Ehrlich (2017) cited benefits of mindfulness as communication,
collaboration, and productivity, all of which are critical to addressing the PoP.
My leadership lens places an emphasis on understanding people. When my peers feel
respected and supported, they are more likely to be influenced, and subsequently, to engage in a
culture of collaboration (Ehrlich, 2017). Bolman and Gallos (2011) described reframing as the
“deliberate process of looking at a situation carefully and from multiple perspectives, choosing to
be more mindful about the sensemaking process by examining alternative views and
explanations” (p. 23). Mindful leadership inspires me to reframe, reflect on, and relinquish my
preconceived notions regarding the PoP and encourages understanding of my peers’
contributions, ensuring that I stay open-minded and avoid judgments (Ehrlich, 2017; Scharmer,
2016). Doing so promotes drawing upon the ideas and experiences of my peers, culminating in
the development of more complex and complete solutions (Kezar, 2018). Mindful leadership
demonstrates vulnerability, indicating cognizance that I do not have all the answers and am
looking to draw on peers’ experiences and ideas for direction (Ehrlich, 2017).
The following subsection succinctly articulates the PoP.
Leadership Problem of Practice
As the title of this OIP suggests, the proposed change is to foster a culture of
collaboration among sessional faculty of the ECS program. The ECS program comprises
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sessional faculty who represent a range of disciplines and expertise, are highly skilled, and work
towards the program goal of educating and preparing graduates to be workforce ready (Institute
G, n.d.-b). Graduates gain employment in settings that are multidisciplinary and require
collaboration with other professionals, with the overarching common goal of supporting the
overall health and well-being of children and their families (Goodsett et al., 2016; Institute G,
n.d.-g; Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007). These settings include but are not limited to early learning
environments, health care and rehabilitation centres, and community settings. Community
settings include family resource programs, recreation centres, and prevention and early
intervention programs.
ECS faculty have emphasized the value of collaboration in daily pedagogy and language.
Graduate requirements of the ECS program includes the successful completion of a course
focused solely on interprofessional collaboration, yet faculty have neither engaged in nor role
modelled collaboration with their fellow instructors. The PoP is the absence of a culture of
collaboration among faculty of the ECS program, situated in a Canadian higher education
institution. I present evidence of this absence in the subsection Internal Evidence.
The following section frames the PoP by addressing the organizational theories that
influence the PoP. In addition, evidence is provided in the form of a literature review, a PESTE
analysis, and analysis of internal evidence that shapes the PoP.
Framing the Problem of Practice
In this section I present organizational theories that frame the PoP: social constructivism,
organizational culture theory, and the cultural framework. In addition, evidence is provided in the
form of a literature review, and a PESTE analysis. An analysis of internal evidence that shapes
the PoP is also presented.
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Theoretical Frameworks
Social constructivism derives from the work of Vygotsky and is a sociological theory that
asserts that knowledge, understanding, significance, and meaning-making are constructed
through social interactions with others (Amineh & Asl, 2015; Derry, 2013; Hua Liu & Matthews,
2005; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Van Bergen & Parsell, 2019; Wenger, 1998). Vygotsky’s
social constructivism is commonly referenced in relation to the education of young children;
however, its foundational principles apply to all learners (Derry, 2013). Social constructivism’s
focus is on cooperative learning and collaboration as the most potent means by which learning
can be established (Powell & Kalina, 2009; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010). Lave and Wenger
(1991) have supported that knowledge, understanding, significance, and meaning-making are
constructed through social interactions with others by declaring that “human minds develop in
social situations” (p. 11).
Social constructivism aligns with my leadership framework as it values the role of the
facilitator or guide as opposed to that of a teacher or director (Powell & Kalina, 2009; Pritchard
& Woollard, 2010). Organizational culture theory, as Schein (2010) discussed, also frames the
PoP. Schein’s (2010) work is underpinned by the anthropological lens of organizational culture
theory (Kezar, 2018; Manning, 2018). Tierney (1988) stated that “an organization’s culture is
reflected in what is done, how it is done, and who is involved in doing it” (p. 3). Organizational
culture theory is examined in greater detail in Chapter 2, in the section Frameworks for Leading
the Change Process.
Finally, the cultural framework underpins the PoP. Initially, I examined both the cultural
and collegial frameworks. I debated which was more appropriate by reflecting on the following
questions: Should this OIP promote collegiality, such that over time, a collaborative culture will
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emerge among faculty? Or instead, should this OIP explore and promote a cultural framework
that will culminate in a cohesive collaborative structure that, by default, is collegial? I decided to
explore cultural theory as it best aligns with organizational culture theory, social constructivism,
and the proposed leadership framework.
The cultural framework adopts an egalitarian approach, in which all organizational
members are valued in shaping culture, and constructing meaning (Manning, 2018, p. 69).
Cultural theories of change emphasize “the need to analyze and be cognizant of underlying
systems of meaning, assumptions and values that are often not directly articulated, but shape
institutional operations and can prevent or facilitate change” (Kezar, 2018, p. 123). The cultural
framework is further explored in Chapter 2, in the section Frameworks for Leading the Change
Process.
To conclude, social constructivism, organizational culture theory, and the cultural
framework align with the proposed change of fostering a culture of collaboration among faculty
in ECS, and the leadership framework proposed to facilitate the change. To support the
theoretical and leadership frameworks, I present a literature review that frames the PoP, focusing
on literature relating to faculty collaboration.
Literature Review
In this section, I present a literature review relating to faculty collaboration, summarizing
how it is defined and synthesizing its benefits alongside the barriers to its facilitation. In
addition, strategies for promoting collaboration in higher education are reviewed. To conclude,
alternative views in the research are presented.
Explanations of collaboration have been multifarious over the last 20 years. Collaboration
has been defined as two or more people working together to achieve a common goal (Goodsett et
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al., 2016; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010). Ljunggren et al. (2013) supported this simple definition,
defining collaboration “as all activities that benefit the surrounding environment” (p. 49).
However, the term collaboration implies more complex ideas. Collaboration is the process of
developing and maintaining professional working relationships with a variety of stakeholders in
order to promote best outcomes (Thistlewaite, 2012). It is an ongoing, multidimensional process
that includes time commitment, interaction, the exchange of different forms of expertise, and a
means of working through barriers that define daily work (Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007;
Pritchard & Woollard, 2010). Finally, collaborations can foster change, as they create an
opportunity to learn from others (Kezar, 2018).
The benefits to promoting a culture of collaboration among faculty are numerous. Service
leaders in health, social care, and children’s services aspire to the model of interprofessional
collaboration (Payler et al., 2016). Evidence suggests that collaborations among disciplines
improves the attitudes of practitioners towards one another. Collegiality, or improved attitudes
towards one another is critical to the interprofessional settings in which early childhood
professionals are employed (Thistlewaite, 2012). Albertine (2017) has viewed collaboration
among professionals as an opportunity to direct and advance their own professional learning,
whereas the CECE (2017) has framed it as an expectation. Specifically, the CECE has specified
that the early childhood professional’s responsibility is to “build positive relationships with
colleagues by demonstrating respect, trust and integrity, [and to] . . . support, mentor and
collaborate with colleagues” (2017, p. 7). Evidence indicates that collaboration benefits early
childhood professionals; however, it also benefits faculty in higher education (Bernacchio et al.,
2007; Hill et al., 2007; Payler et al., 2016).
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Hill et al. (2007) emphasized that faculty collaboration provides an opportunity for
interprofessional learning. Given that ECS faculty are sessional and may not interact with one
another often, facilitating a culture of collaboration is an opportunity to foster connections (Hill
et al., 2007). Disciplines among sessional faculty vary, so collaboration provides a community of
support and advances their learning in disciplines not their own, boosting their confidence and
competence as practitioners (Bernacchio et al., 2007; Hill et al., 2007; Payler et al., 2016).
Finally, Institute G (n.d.-a) views collaboration as a means to ensure the quality of services
provided to students and community partners.
Despite the benefits of engaging in faculty collaboration, Horwath and Morrison (2007)
have suggested a number of intricacies that result in barriers, including individual identity and
intellectual property. Collaborations require the sacrifice of individual and organizational
autonomy that some professionals find uncomfortable (Horwath & Morrison, 2007). Individuals
who view collaborative work as an interpersonal experience as opposed to a professional one
may place lesser value on it (Bernacchio et al., 2007). Unions and contracts also create barriers,
as contracts do not require engagement in activities outside of teaching, and unions may frown
upon members who voluntarily engage in professional activities outside of their contract
(Abramo et al., 2009; Bernacchio et al., 2007). Despite the barriers, a broad review of relevant
academic literature results in the formulation of strategies to promote a culture of collaboration.
The academic literature review presents several strategies for facilitating a culture of
collaboration. For example, collaborations must be interactive, engage faculty personally and
professionally, and promote a sense of ownership and trust in the process (Hill et al., 2007;
Kezar, 2018; Thistlewaite, 2012). It is critical that collaboration be incorporated into the teaching
curriculum at Institute G, and that the language of collaboration be ingrained in pedagogy and
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culture (Kezar, 2018; Schein, 2010; Thistlewaite, 2012). Finally, reflective group practice is
promoted as a tool to foster collaboration as it provides an opportunity to make meaning with
one another (Bernacchio et al., 2007; Manning, 2018). To conclude, Abramo et al. (2009) have
stated that knowledge sharing and collaboration among researchers is believed to be conducive
to an increase in research effectiveness and, consequently, knowledge sharing and collaboration
should be promoted in other disciplines.
Notwithstanding the research summarizing benefits and challenges of faculty
collaboration, the literature also presents an alternative view. The health care sector has produced
ample research on professional collaboration (WHO, 2010). The United Nations Convention on
the Rights of the Child (1989) states that the child who is capable of forming his or her own
views has “the right to express those views freely in all matters affecting the child” (Article 12).
The child’s voice, or their experience with being supported by a collaboration of professionals
needs to be heard (Pacini-Ketchabaw et al., 2014; Rinaldi & Rinaldi, 2005). Children benefit
from professionals working together to support them, yet research focused on early learning
environments is void of the child’s experience as the beneficiary of professional collaborations
(Payler et al., 2016). Addressing this void is important as the child’s voice is a powerful means to
intrinsically motivate early childhood professionals to engage in collaboration. Finally, the
literature neither offers a common language to describe collaboration nor provides consistent
messages as to how to address the issues, and few studies have reported changes in knowledge,
attitudes, or behaviour (A. Elliott, 2001; Horwath & Morrison, 2007; Thistlewaite, 2012).
This literature review presented a concise summary of recent literature related to the PoP.
Evidence for the formation, implementation, and sustainment of faculty collaboration in higher
education was presented in addition to barriers and recommendations for change.
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The following subsection presents an analysis of internal evidence that frames the PoP.
Internal Evidence
In this section, I present internal evidence of the absence of a culture of collaboration
among faculty in the ECS program. The evidence is not publicly accessible and is based on an
informal analysis of participation, or lack thereof, in forums established by ECS leadership. The
ECS Faculty Chat and Share Forum was initiated in the fall of 2017 as a tool to facilitate the
sharing of resources, instructional tips, and connections to guest speakers among the, on average,
20 sessional faculty of the program. The forums were introduced and endorsed at an in-person
orientation, followed up by an email. All the forum topics were relevant to ECS faculty practice.
Of the six forums, only three had contributions, and I was the main contributor. Two other
faculty contributed to the forums, with, on average, one post per academic year. ECS faculty
were eager to participate in the forums when they were introduced, but participation quickly
waned, with faculty feeling that the forums just became another task in their day (Assistant
Program Head, personal communication, November 4, 2021).
In the fall of 2020, in response to the restrictions imposed as a result of the COVID-19
pandemic, ECS leadership launched virtual Faculty Coffee Chats and Check-ins to facilitate
virtual communication among ECS faculty. Faculty Coffee Chats and Check-ins were introduced
via email. Four sessions were scheduled in the fall of 2020. Generally, five to eight instructors
participated in each session (Assistant Program Head, personal communication, June 26, 2021).
It is possible that the low participation rate was impacted by factors such as scheduling of the
sessions and Zoom fatigue. Zoom fatigue is the burnout associated with the overuse of virtual
platforms (J. Lee, 2020). Notwithstanding the reasons, the lack of participation was concerning
because collaboration is highly valued by a number of governing bodies and professional
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communities that ECS faculty and graduates are, and will be, affiliated with, such as the CECE,
the Canadian Association of Child Life Leaders, and the Ministry of Education.
Internal evidence has been corroborated with results from a confidential survey
conducted by Vancouver Psych Safety Consulting (https://psychhealthandsafety.org/). Survey
results indicated weak performance in organizational culture at Institute G. The survey defined
organizational culture as a work environment characterized by trust, honesty, and fairness; an
environment in which people show sincere respect for others’ ideas, values, and beliefs. Institute
G’s weak organizational culture could benefit from collaboration among sessional faculty.
The following subsection discusses the PoP in the context of a PESTE analysis. Political,
economic, and social factors are presented as they are most relevant to the PoP.
PESTE Analysis
A PESTE analysis is a tool used to better understand an organization and how particular
factors will affect that organization’s performance (Cawsey et al., 2016; Frue, 2020). PESTE is
an acronym for political, economic, social, technological, and environmental factors. Belle
(2016) noted that “organizations exist and function as economic, social and political entities.
Their rules, roles and relationships are governed by unifying and conditional factors that
characterize their institutional climate and affect their external operating environment” (p. 333).
Political, economic, and social factors related to the PoP are discussed. Technological and
environmental factors are not discussed as they have little bearing on the PoP.
The PoP is impacted by two substantial political factors. First, is neoliberalism, the
capitalization, profiteering, and corporatization of higher education. Neoliberalism has led to an
increase in sessional faculty in Canadian universities (Gismondi, 2013). Sessional faculty are
unionized, and sessional contracts do not require faculty to engage in professional development
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opportunities outside of the teaching contract (Institute G, 2021). Sessional, or contract work
poses limitations on faculty’s intrinsic motivation to put forth the time and effort required for
collaboration. The PoP and proposed change plan both resist the neoliberal system but are forced
to work within it. Neoliberalism fosters sessional faculty’s self-interest, as faculty are engaged in
ongoing competition for teaching assignments and, consequently are less likely to value the
experiences of their peers (Ball, 2015; Cannella & Koro-Ljungberg, 2017). The second factor
was previously discussed; that is, the expectations for collaboration from the various governing
bodies and professional communities that ECS graduates will be engaged with upon graduation.
When students see collaboration between their sessional faculty and leaders, they too will learn
to collaborate. This is an opportunity for sessional faculty to role model behaviours that are
expected of graduates when they enter the profession.
Two notable economic factors impact the PoP. Neoliberalism is a political factor that
impacts the PoP from an economic standpoint, as sessional instructors represent a less costly
labour pool than tenured faculty (Cannella & Koro-Ljungberg, 2017; Macdonald, 2013).
Consequently, faculty engaged in ongoing competition for teaching assignments may be less
likely to engage in activities in which collective interests are promoted (Ball, 2015). The PoP is
impacted by a second economic factor: the challenge of measuring the value of engaging in
faculty collaboration. Measuring the economic value using metrics is possible; however,
measuring the social and environmental value poses challenges (Carleton Centre for Community
Innovation, 2018).
The social factors impacting the PoP are a consequence of the political and economic
factors. Given that faculty are sessional, many have full-time employment outside of the
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university. The competition created by being sessional impedes on intrinsic motivation to engage
in meaningful collaboration.
In summary, it is evident that the PoP is shaped by both political and economic factors
that in turn create social factors that also impact the PoP. These factors are discussed and
accounted for in the proposed change plan in Chapter 3.
The following subsection briefly addresses an additional discourse that shapes the PoP.
Discourse Shaping the PoP
Micro discourses shape the PoP, the absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty
in the ECS program. Micro-level theory focuses on small numbers of people and the
relationships among them (Kivunja, 2018; Neuman, 2000). Micro-change management requires
that change agents take care of the people involved in the change (Kang, 2015). The change
model and leadership framework both emphasize managing the people side of change. The
application of mindful leadership is particularly relevant to micro-change management as it
includes perspective taking, working with others, and consideration of others (Ehrlich, 2017).
Extensive study and reflection were necessary in order to thoroughly explore and
examine the PoP. The following section discusses questions that have emerged as a result of this
copious endeavour.
Guiding Questions Emerging From the Problem of Practice
A multitude of leadership frameworks, paradigms, and change theories have been
explored in preparation to address the PoP through this OIP. As each was explored, numerous
questions arose. For this reason, I engaged in further study and deliberation, culminating in an
extensive list of overarching questions. The list has since been abbreviated to four leader-centric
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questions that are most relevant to my agency (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). The following are
questions that guided this OIP:
● What leadership strategies are most effective in my role as a sessional instructor in
fostering a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty? It is critical that my
leadership framework promotes participation and engagement of all sessional faculty,
to the degree that they are able and interested in doing so.
● What factors and organizational strategies will intrinsically motivate internal
stakeholders (sessional faculty) to embrace the proposed change of fostering a culture
of collaboration? I recognize that my agency does not authorize changes to sessional
contracts or permitting extrinsic motivation to promote faculty collaboration.
Consequently, my efforts will focus on strategies that will intrinsically motivate
sessional faculty to embrace the proposed change.
● How can I use Institute G’s emphasis on collaboration, as evident in the mission
statement, to support the proposed change? Sessional faculty are more likely to
engage in the proposed change if it is openly supported by ECS and Institute G
leadership (Cawsey et al., 2016).
● How can I leverage the various professions’ ethical obligations to engage in a culture
of collaboration, thereby resulting in graduates who are prepared to meet the diverse
and growing needs of Canadian children and their families? As discussed in the
subsections Internal Evidence and Leadership-Focused Vision for Change,
collaboration is an expectation of various disciplines, governing, and accrediting
bodies that sessional faculty are engaged with, and that ECS graduates will be
engaged with upon graduation.
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The following section presents my leadership-focused vision for change, including the
significance of the proposed change in the context of equity, ethics, and social justice.
Leadership-Focused Vision for Change
In this section I present my leadership-focused vision for change. The significance of the
proposed change in the context of equity, ethics, and social justice is also addressed by
referencing professional governing bodies and various levels of policy, whose standards and
ethics require collaboration.
As previously mentioned, ECS leadership at Institute G recognizes the absence of a
culture of collaboration and supports its promotion. Evidence of readiness for change is
presented in the next section, Organizational Change Readiness. However, challenges exist and
include limitations of ECS leadership’s agency. Sessional faculty are unionized, and their
contracts, or sessional offers, do not require engagement in professional development or other
professional opportunities outside of the sessional offer teaching contract (Institute G, 2021).
ECS leadership’s prior attempts to promote a culture of collaboration among faculty have not
included Cawsey et al.’s (2016) stage of awakening, using a participative approach that will
engage and change attitudes towards a proposed initiative. Awakening is critical to successful
organizational change as it encompasses using language to communicate the benefits of a culture
of collaboration, highlight professional and ethical obligations, clarify external stakeholder
expectations (Hauptman, 2006; Horwath & Morrison, 2007; Lewis, 2019), and identify common
goals, thereby developing a shared change vision (Cawsey et al., 2016).
ECS faculty are highly skilled, each possessing their own expertise. By sharing
knowledge, collaborating, and meaning-making with one another, faculty will be better informed
on research, pedagogy, and practice that are prevalent in disciplines other than our own.
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Consequently, that knowledge can be shared with students to better support them in their future
roles as early childhood professionals.
Collaboration is an expectation of various disciplines, governing, and accrediting bodies
that ECS graduates will be engaged with upon graduation. The Association of Early Childhood
Educators of Ontario (AECEO, n.d.) promotes collaboration as a tool to facilitate professional
learning. The CECE’s (2017) Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice mandates engagement in
continuous professional learning. Similarly, the Association of Child Life Professionals and the
Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers promote respecting the
competencies of colleagues and continually seeking knowledge and skills that enhance their
understanding of issues affecting the children and families they serve (Association of Child Life
Professionals, 2020; Ontario College of Social Workers and Social Service Workers, 2008).
Ontario’s Kindergarten Program (Ministry of Education, 2016) emphasizes the importance of
collaboration to ensure that all children receive the support they need to achieve best outcomes.
Finally, the Ontario College of Teachers (2021) has contended that ongoing professional learning
is “informed by experience, research, collaboration and knowledge” (para. 7). Collaboration
among professionals and its benefits has been promoted in various fields including health and
education, with Masin and Valle-Riestra (2007) concluding that all professionals benefit from
collaborating with one another. Finally, Payler et al. (2016) concluded that collaboration results
in positive changes on the training, proficiency, and confidence of professionals.
The discrepancy between evidence and faculty practice is discernible. Faculty emphasize
the value of collaboration in their daily teaching and practice. The program goal is to prepare
graduates for the collaborative work environments in which they will be employed. Yet, as
presented in the subsection Internal Evidence, faculty do not routinely engage in or role model
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collaboration among themselves. This discrepancy poses a concern, as all stakeholders in an
organization have a role to play in ensuring that organizational impacts are ethical and benefit the
greatest number of stakeholders (Burnes & By, 2012). In the context of this OIP, stakeholders are
defined as “those who have a stake in an organization’s process and or outputs” (Lewis, 2019, p.
4) and include ECS students, faculty, and leadership, as well as the union representing sessional
faculty. Lewis (2019) defined external stakeholders as government agencies and partner
organizations. In the context of this OIP, external stakeholders include the children and families
that graduates will be supporting in their future roles as early childhood professionals, and the
organizations they will be affiliated with. Thereby, it is critical that the ECS program facilitate a
culture of collaboration among faculty that encourages integrative learning and meaning-making
within a team from various disciplines to achieve the goal of nurturing graduates who are
workforce ready (Albertine, 2017; E. M. Anderson, 2013).
The following subsection presents my leadership-focused vision for change in the context
of equity, ethics, and social justice.
Change in the Context of Equity, Ethics, and Social Justice
This subsection describes my leadership-focused vision for change in the context of
equity, ethics, and social justice. Specifically, emphasis is placed on the ethical responsibilities of
Institute G and ECS faculty to foster a culture of collaboration among faculty. In the context of
the PoP and this OIP, social justice entails doing the right thing for all people, facilitated by
nurturing environments that are equitable; environments in which individuals are supported to
overcome personal or social circumstances that may hinder accessibility to equal outcomes and
well-being (CECE, 2017; Sykes, 2014).
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Facilitating change from a social justice lens is critical as the challenges and struggles
facing Canadian children and families continue to rise (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2018;
UNICEF Canada, 2020). These challenges are often the result of inequalities experienced due to
social, political, and economic disadvantages (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2018; UNICEF
Canada, 2020). The Public Health Agency of Canada (2018) has stated that significant health
inequalities are most prevalent among Indigenous peoples, sexual and racial minorities,
immigrants, people living with functional limitations, and those impacted by socioeconomic
status. Common indicators of key inequalities in the population of Canadian children include
those related to health outcomes such as disabilities and mental health challenges. Notably, a key
health determinant is early childhood development, with the Public Health Agency of Canada
(2018) stating that children living in the most socioeconomically and socially deprived
communities are at higher risk of developmental vulnerability than those living in the least
deprived communities.
Early childhood professionals are highly skilled and knowledgeable in supporting early
childhood development. Given this knowledge, faculty and leadership in the ECS program have
an ethical obligation to take a critical stance against injustice and inequality across a broad
spectrum of social and political issues and nurture and produce graduates of the highest quality
to best support Canadian children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and well-being
(CECE, 2017; Kokkos, 2020; Sykes, 2014). This ethical obligation is supported by global,
national, and provincial policy. For example, at the global level, the United Nations Convention
on the Rights of the Child (1989) has stipulated that the state must ensure “appropriate assistance
to parents and legal guardians in the performance of their child-rearing responsibilities” (Article
18.2), including the development of institutions, facilities, and services for the care of children.
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Nationally, Principle 9 of the Indigenous Early Learning and Child Care Framework
(Government of Canada, 2018) stresses the value of respect, collaboration, and partnerships.
Provincially, the CECE (2017) prioritizes responsibilities to children and responsibilities to
families in the Code of Ethics and Standards of Practice.
As previously mentioned, many organizations and governing bodies that graduates will
be affiliated with have similar requirements. For this reason, leadership and faculty of the ECS
program have an ethical obligation to engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills,
knowledge, and pedagogical practices that will produce graduates of the highest quality. Hence,
graduates will be better prepared to make the greatest possible difference in children’s lives by
supporting children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and well-being (Sykes, 2014).
My leadership lens and framework align with the proposed change as collaborative or
participative leadership is required to move social justice forward (Capper, 2019; Capper &
Young, 2014).
The following subsection articulates the change drivers of the proposed change. WhelanBerry and Somerville’s (2010) framework is used.
Change Drivers
Whelan-Berry et al. (2003) defined change drivers as events, activities, or behaviours that
facilitate the implementation of change. I identified change drivers for this OIP using WhelanBerry and Somerville’s (2010) framework and included those most relevant to this OIP: accepted
change vision, leaders’ change-related actions, and change-related communication.
Accepted change vision necessitates embracing the change as positive for employees,
stakeholders, and the organization (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). Once the vision is
established with my peers, the vision becomes a change driver (Whelan-Berry & Somerville,
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2010). My role involves utilizing Cawsey et al.’s (2016) stage of awakening to facilitate this
driver. Leaders’ change-related actions entail being mindful of my actions and those of ECS
leadership to ensure that we communicate and model the importance of the change vision and its
outcomes and support its implementation (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010). Change-related
communication relates to my leadership framework, specifically participative leadership, as it
entails consistent, reciprocal communication focused on the change initiative and its
implementation, successes, challenges, and solutions (Whelan-Berry & Somerville, 2010).
The ethical driver of change must also be considered (Buller, 2015). As previously
discussed, ECS faculty have an ethical obligation to nurture graduates of the highest quality,
graduates who are required to collaborate with other professionals, to achieve the overarching
goal of supporting the overall health and well-being of children and their families (Goodsett et
al., 2016; Institute G, n.d.-c; Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007). Collaboration is an opportunity to
learn from and make meaning with one another, thereby impacting our confidence and
competence as practitioners (Bernacchio et al., 2007; Hill et al., 2007; Payler et al., 2016). This
competence, confidence, knowledge, and skills can be imparted onto ECS students so that they
can be better prepared to address the increasing challenges faced by Canadian children and their
families.
The final section of Chapter 1 presents the organization's change readiness. Two
quantitative tools were used to measure readiness, providing data for reflection and analysis to
assess ECS’s organizational change readiness.
Organizational Change Readiness
Rafferty et al. (2013) stated that change readiness is the most prevalent positive attitude
toward change and involves both cognitive and affective components. Change readiness is

28
broadly defined as a mindset that exists among employees during the implementation of
organizational changes, consisting of beliefs, attitudes, and intentions of members regarding the
need for and capability of implementing organizational change (Armenakis & Fredenberger,
1997; Armenakis et al., 1993). More specifically, Holt and Vardaman (2013) defined readiness as
the extent to which those engaged are individually and communally prepared, motivated, and
capable of implementing the change.
Assessing both cognitive and affective components of organizational readiness for
change is critical to the successful preparation for and transformation of organizational culture
and behaviour to support the change (Napier et al., 2017; Rafferty et al., 2013). Cognitive
components include “the belief that change is needed and the belief that the individual and
organization have the capacity to undertake change” (Rafferty et al., 2013, p. 114), whereas
affective components consist of emotions towards the change. Cawsey et al. (2016) stated that
“diagnosing where an organization is in the present moment is a prerequisite for figuring out its
future direction” (p. 105). Failing to assess my organization’s change readiness at various points
in the change process could lead to multiple challenges and setbacks, including lack of
stakeholder buy-in and resistance to participation in all stages of the proposed change
(Armenakis & Harris, 2009; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008). As a change agent, my agency entails
diagnosing readiness for change by gathering and analyzing data, awakening my peers to the
need for change, and collaboratively developing a vision for change (Armenakis et al., 1993;
Cawsey et al., 2016).
Multiple tools can be employed to assess readiness for change at the individual (micro)
and organizational (meso) levels (Vakola, 2013). To assess cognitive and affective readiness for
change, I used a mixed methodology of tools, two of which align with Napier et al.’s (2017)
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Organizational Change Readiness Assessment. Napier et al. suggested conducting in-person
semistructured leadership interviews. In alignment with my leadership framework and my
everyday desire to dialogue with my peers in positive ways, I engaged in informal discussion
with faculty and leadership regarding their views and opinions of faculty collaboration, and
feedback was positive. However, the drawbacks of this practice are twofold. First, this practice
failed to ensure anonymity. As such, peers may have felt obligated to agree with my views, or
they may have felt uncomfortable disagreeing. Second, the peers I spoke to were those whose
practice includes informally engaging in collaboration with peers. They are my champions,
having similar beliefs to mine regarding the value of facilitating a culture of collaboration within
the program. Consequently, at a date closer to OIP implementation, I will prepare and implement
an online change readiness survey to help gather formalized information rather than the
conjecture that I applied to my informal conversations (Napier et al., 2017). Working
collaboratively with program leadership, we will develop an anonymous online survey that will
be distributed to ECS faculty, consisting of open-ended questions relating to faculty beliefs,
attitudes, and opinions regarding the proposed change (Armenakis & Fredenberger, 1997; Holt &
Vardaman, 2013). Engaging active participation from colleagues early in the change process will
promote efficacy, by allowing them to select changes they feel they can accomplish (Armenakis
& Harris, 2009).
To ensure triangulation, “using more than one method in the study of social phenomena”
(Bryman & Bell, 2016, p. 306), I used a quantitative tool, Kezar’s (2018) Readiness Survey, with
an emphasis on the sections people/leadership, culture, and sensemaking and learning. Results
are discussed in this section and in Chapter 2 under Critical Organizational Analysis. Ultimately,
it is crucial that cultural and individual readiness for change is explored using an analytical
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convex lens, with emphasis on the necessity to persuade the stakeholders of the need to change,
then work with them to develop a suitable implementation plan (Buller, 2015; Napier et al.,
2017). The organization’s historical response to change is also important as it can influence the
organization’s change readiness (Holt & Vardaman, 2013; Lewis, 2019). Readiness of the
stakeholders involved in an organizational culture is critical, as it is poor practice to make major
decisions regarding change without considering the larger context these decisions will affect
(Buller, 2015).
I completed the above-mentioned sections of Kezar’s (2018) Readiness Survey (see
Appendix A) by reflecting on ongoing conversation and dialogue with ECS leadership.
Preliminary appraisal indicated both efficacy and principal support. Efficacy is the belief that the
change recipient and the organization can successfully implement the change, whereas principal
support is the belief that the program leadership are committed to the success of the change
(Armenakis & Harris, 2009). In regard to items in the people/leadership section, I believe that
ECS leadership supports the proposed change and feels strongly that the ECS faculty has the
needed expertise to facilitate it, with the support of several leaders and champions. I also believe
that if professional development or training were needed to facilitate the proposed change, ECS
leadership has the resources to devise a plan to provide it.
Regarding the culture section, the underlying values of the proposed change were
identified and connected to existing values of ECS and Institute G, yet more work is required in
the area of communicating change and capturing others’ views about the change. Bolman and
Gallos (2011) described sensemaking as involving three basic steps: noticing something,
deciding what to make of it, and determining what to do about it. In regard to the sensemaking
and learning section, despite leadership’s understanding of how faculty may view the change,
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extensive data collection is needed to gain a better understanding of faculty views on the
proposed change and their interest and capacity to support it.
In addition, I completed Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Organizational Change Readiness
Questionnaire (see Appendix B). Using this tool, scores can range from -10 to +35.
Organizations that score below 10 are “not ready for change and change will be very difficult”
(Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 110). The organization scored 28 on the Organizational Change
Readiness Scale. The highest-ranking categories are (a) credible leadership and change
champions and (b) openness to change, aligning with the data collected from Kezar’s (2018)
Readiness Survey. Further, results from the Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire
indicate that generally, the organization has had positive experiences with change. A history of
positive experiences with change is critical, as an organizations’ previous response to and
experience with change can influence an organization’s change readiness (Holt & Vardaman,
2013; Lewis, 2019).
In summary, as a change leader, I believe that ECS leadership and faculty display both
individual and organizational, cognitive, and affective readiness towards the proposed change.
This change readiness is encouraging, leaving me optimistic that the PoP can be successfully
addressed through the facilitation of this OIP.
Chapter 1 Conclusion
This opening chapter outlined a PoP and the organizational context in which it is
embedded. The chapter detailed the leadership position, lens, and framework that I will use to
facilitate this OIP. In addition, the PoP was framed by addressing the organizational theories that
influence the PoP and by providing related evidence. Questions that emerged from the PoP were
presented along with my leadership-focused vision for change, including the significance of the
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proposed change in the context of equity, ethics, and social justice. Finally, the organization’s
change readiness was discussed by sharing an analysis of organizational readiness data collected
to date.
Chapter 2 provides additional context to my leadership approach to change and the
theoretical and change frameworks for leading the change process. A critical organizational
analysis as well as possible solutions to address the PoP are also presented, concluding with a
synthesis of leadership ethics and organizational change.
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Chapter 2: Planning and Development
Chapter 2 of this OIP focuses on planning and development. The chapter identifies and
develops the leadership framework employed to address the PoP. Additionally, Chapter 2
explores the theoretical and change frameworks for addressing the proposed change. The chapter
includes a critical organizational analysis as well as possible solutions to address the PoP,
resulting in the identification of a preferred solution, and concluding with a discussion on
leadership ethics and organizational change.
The following section further describes my leadership framework, building on ideas
discussed in Chapter 1, Leadership Position and Lens Statement.
Leadership Approaches to Change
As previously discussed, my approach to leadership is transformational, participative, and
mindful. I explored transformative, transactional, and transformational leadership as potential
leadership frameworks. Shields (2019) described transformative leadership as a critical
leadership theory emphasizing inclusion, equity, excellence, and social justice. Shields’s (2019)
description was informed by Burns’s (1978) concept of leadership as a complete and pervasive
transformation of an entire social system. Although promoting the best outcomes for all children
and families is fundamental to this OIP, the purpose of my leadership framework is not to
transform an entire social system. Instead, the proposed change is at a micro level, as it concerns
itself with ECS faculty, a small number of people, and the relationships among them (Kivunja,
2018; Neuman, 2000). As a result, transformative leadership was not further considered.
Transactional leaders tend to appeal to subordinates’ self-interest by establishing
exchange relationships with them (Burns, 1978). This description is supported by Antonakis and
House (2014), who conceptualized transactional leadership as a quid pro quo relationship, one in
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which stakeholders are hinged on the fulfillment of transactional obligations and can require
extrinsic motivation. As Figure 2 depicts, my leadership framework includes participative
leadership, which does entail mutual benefit. However, participative leadership more closely
aligns with intrinsic motivation as opposed to extrinsic motivation. As such, transactional
leadership does not align with my leadership framework. Having dismissed transformative and
transactional leadership approaches, I determined that a transformational leadership framework
best aligns with the other frameworks that comprise my overall leadership framework and the
conceptual framework that underpins this OIP.
Figure 2
Leadership Framework

Transformational leaders encourage development and change by transforming the
loyalties and behaviours of their peers through a shared organizational culture (Basham, 2012).
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Transformational leadership is “value driven” (Basham, 2012, p. 345). In the context of this OIP,
transformational leaders role model empathy, values, and standards in anticipation that
colleagues emulate them in their practice of supporting students and each other. In turn, sessional
faculty role model empathy, values, and standards in hopes that ECS students will emulate them
in their daily work supporting Canadian children and families. By doing so, they create follower
awareness of moral and ethical implications of their practice that convinces them to transcend
their self-interest for the greater good (Antonakis & House, 2013). Creating awareness aligns
with awakening, the first step in Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model discussed in the
Framework for Leading the Change Process section. Finally, a transformational leader’s role is to
empower their followers, to develop them into leaders, and to influence their collective efficacy
to cooperate, perform, and achieve organizational goals (Avolio, 2011; Burns, 1978; Kark et al.,
2003). To conclude, the transformational leader’s practice aligns with social constructivism, a
paradigm that underpins this OIP and assumes that awareness, appreciation, importance, and
meaning are developed in collaboration with others (Amineh & Asl, 2015).
A challenge of transformational leadership is that it fails to capture the complexity of
leadership processes, and therefore, is not ideal for every situation (Basham, 2012; Yukl &
Mahsud, 2010). To address that challenge, transformational leadership is enhanced by
participative leadership. Bolman and Deal (2017) contended that encouraging peer participation
at all stages of organizational change results in positive effects and is a strategy promoted in
Armenakis and Harris’s (2009) institutionalizing change model. Armenakis and Harris further
stated that active participation in change efforts by change recipients enhances their intrinsic
motivation by allowing them to select changes they are interested in and feel they can
accomplish.
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Participative leadership aligns with my practice. I support collaborative meaning-making
as it promotes recognition that potential gains or rate of return of faculty collaboration far
outweigh the time and costs involved (Hauptman, 2006; Horwath & Morrison, 2007). Belle
(2016) has argued that “participation in organizational change must be intentional, experiential
and motivational” (p. 333). Within my agency, leadership leverage is minimal. However, the
fusion of transformational, participative, and mindful leadership styles is conducive to promoting
buy-in from colleagues on the importance of collaboration. Faculty will not be told what needs to
be done. Rather, the step of awakening from Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model will be
employed, facilitating a participative approach that will engage, spark interest, and alter attitudes
towards a proposed initiative (see also Zepeda, 2019).
Mindful leadership and Scharmer’s (2016) Theory U further enhance transformational
and participative leadership. Mindful leadership encourages individuals to view each experience
with an attitude of openness and acceptance, and it includes perspective taking and working with
teams (Buller, 2015; Ehrlich, 2017). Being mindful of and focusing on others results in listening,
building stronger relationships, and inspiring (Ehrlich, 2017), benefitting both myself as a
change agent and my colleagues as participating partners in the change. The benefits of mindful
leadership include communication, collaboration, and productivity, which are critical to
addressing the PoP (Ehrlich, 2017). Finally, engaging in mindful leadership supports the
development of the skill of reframing, training oneself “to see [one’s] role, work, and institution
more broadly and from different perspectives” (Bolman & Gallos, 2011, p. 25). Mindful
leadership and Scharmer’s (2016) Theory U are critical components of my leadership
framework. Figure 3 depicts Scharmer’s Theory U.
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Figure 3
Theory U

Note. Adapted from Theory U: Leading From the Future as It Emerges (2nd ed.), by O.
Scharmer, 2016, p. 38. Copyright 2016 by Berrett-Koehler.
In summary, reflection on the leadership framework facilitated progression in the
development and implementation of this OIP, whose culminating goal is to foster a culture of
collaboration among faculty of the ECS program. The application of this leadership framework
will propel the change process forward as it encourages reflection on my role in both the PoP and
the OIP, and the ethical lens that I am operating from (McBride, 2010; Scharmer, 2016;
Scharmer & Senge, 2009). After all, as Buller (2015) stated, “You can’t change an organization
without being changed yourself” (p. 90).
The following section discusses the proposed frameworks for leading the change.
Frameworks for Leading the Change Process
This section discusses the theoretical frameworks underpinning the proposed change:
social constructivism, organizational culture theory, and the cultural framework. In addition, the
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change framework proposed for leading the change process, Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path
model, is presented.
Theoretical Frameworks
As depicted in Figure 4, the PoP is framed by social constructivism, organizational
culture theory, and the cultural framework. Figure 4 illustrates my leadership framework
embedded within the theoretical models. Social constructivism, as discussed in Chapter 1, is a
theory of knowledge that assumes knowledge, understanding, significance, and meaning-making
are actively constructed in coordination with other human beings (Amineh & Asl, 2015; Derry,
2013; Hua Liu & Matthews, 2005; Van Bergen & Parsell, 2019).
I explored Schein’s (2010) work on organizational culture theory for leading the change
process. Schein’s work on organizational culture theory is underpinned by a social constructivist
approach (Kezar, 2018; Manning, 2018). Schein (1992) defined organizational culture as
a pattern of shared basic assumptions that a group learned as it solved its problems of
external adaptation and integration, that has worked well enough to be considered valid
and therefore to be taught to new members as the correct way to perceive, think, and feel
in relation to those problems. (p. 12)
Manning (2018) stated that in organizational culture theory, “all organizational members
play a role in shaping culture and in the construction of meaning from individual and collective
experiences” (p. 69). Contemporary understanding of organizational culture theory stems from
the understanding that organizational environments are socially constructed, largely through the
communicative interactions of internal and external stakeholders, and they entail a pattern of
basic assumptions and values shared among members of a group (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Lewis,
2019; Tierney & Lanford, 2018).
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Figure 4
Concept Map

Schein (2017) described four implications of the word culture: structural stability, depth,
breadth, and integration. Structural stability refers to “meaning and predictability” (Schein, 2017,
p.10). Structural stability is absent in the ECS program, as faculty move through a revolving door
of teaching assignments. Depth refers to how deeply embedded a culture is (Schein, 2017).
Schein (2017) said that culture is “the deepest, often unconscious part of a group and is therefore
less tangible and less visible” (p. 17). It is feasible that a culture of collaboration does exist
among some faculty of the ECS program, yet it is not overtly evident. Breadth refers to how
pervasive a culture is in an organization, which “inﬂuences all aspects of how an organization
deals with its primary task, its various environments, and its internal operations” (Schein, 2017,
p. 17). Integration of culture lends further stability (Schein, 2017). Although faculty do not

40
practice making meaning with one another, it is discussed in daily pedagogy, suggesting that the
practice could be integrated and thus translate to collaboration among the faculty. Additional
literature indicates that successful change is more probable when change agents align their
strategies with those of the institutional culture and when there is a shared language among
members (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Kezar & Eckel, 2002; Manning 2018). A shared language is
evident among ECS faculty, indicating that faculty do recognize the value of collaboration but
may require awakening to recognize its value among colleagues.
Organizational culture pertains to the norms, values, and ideologies that are created,
shaped, and sustained in an organization and is revealed through various symbols, one of which
is language (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Tierney, 2008). Language associated with collaboration is
used in the ECS curriculum and is modelled by ECS leadership. Language is paramount to the
facilitation of this OIP, as the repetition of language captures the existing value system and
“assists in making the need for change resonate with people” (Kezar, 2018, p. 125). Schein
(2010) supported the value of language, stating that language within an organization is more than
a means to communicate. Language is a fundamental and highly symbolic aspect of culture, as it
represents mental models and organizational paradigms. Van Bergen and Parsell’s (2019) work
on constructivism affirmed Vygotsky’s position on the importance of language by arguing that
language is essential to learning and knowledge and originates in a social environment.
To conclude, organizational culture theory affirms that all stakeholders in an organization
play a role in shaping culture and in the construction of meaning, contributing to a collaborative
theory of change (Laing & Todd, 2015; Manning, 2018). Organizational cultures cannot be
controlled; however, material changes can be made to beliefs, practices, and relationships
through tuning: making small, gradual, and ongoing changes to address the need for internal
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alignment (Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2019; Lumby, 2012). The concept of tuning is facilitated
through Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model.
Finally, the cultural framework underpins this OIP. Culture is both a product and a
process (Bolman & Deal, 2017). The process is supported by social constructivism, as it supports
that knowledge, understanding, significance, and meaning-making are constructed through social
interactions with others (Amineh & Asl, 2015; Derry, 2013; Hua Liu & Matthews, 2005;
Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Van Bergen & Parsell, 2019).
In Chapter 1, I reflected on the following questions: Should the OIP promote collegiality,
with an expectation that, over time, a collaborative culture will emerge among faculty? Or,
should the OIP explore and promote a cultural framework that will culminate in a cohesive
collaborative structure that, by default, is collegial? Bolman and Deal (2017) presented another
debate, asking, “Do leaders shape culture, or are they shaped by it?” (p. 258), obliging me to
engage in mindfulness and reflect on my role in the PoP. As a respected member of the ECS
faculty, have I played a role in shaping the current culture of an absence of collaboration? Or, as
a newcomer, have I been shaped by the culture I joined? During implementation, reflection on
these questions will shape the change process.
Change Framework
I chose Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model for leading the change process, or how
the change will be facilitated. The change path model is malleable, focuses on processes
involved in organizational-level change, and aligns with social constructivism and organizational
culture theory (Cawsey et al., 2016). In social constructivism, organizational culture theory, and
the change path model, language and the shared construction of meaning are valued (Amineh &
Asl, 2015; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Derry, 2013; Hua Liu & Matthews, 2005; Manning, 2018;
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Tierney, 1988; Van Bergen & Parsell, 2019). This aligns with Step 1 of the change path model
that applies a participative approach to captivate and transition attitudes towards the proposed
initiative (Cawsey et al., 2016). The change path model aligns with second-order change, a
nonlinear transformation from one state to another that is best promoted through collaborative
leadership (Kezar, 2018; Zsebik, 2008). Both the model and second-order change require time
and patience and, on occasion, stepping back to reevaluate progress, challenges, and next steps
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Kezar, 2018; Zsebik, 2008). The model is organized in four steps.
Step 1 of the change path model is awakening, using a participative approach that
engages and changes attitudes towards a proposed initiative (Cawsey et al., 2016). Regarding this
OIP, awakening requires using language to communicate the benefits of a culture of
collaboration formally and informally, while highlighting professional and ethical obligations,
meeting external stakeholder expectations (Hauptman, 2006; Horwath & Morrison, 2007; Lewis,
2019), and identifying common goals, thereby developing a shared change vision (Cawsey et al.,
2016). Armenakis and Harris (2009) argued that it is the change leader’s obligation to convince
change recipients of the value of an organizational change.
Step 2 is mobilization. Mobilization entails making “sense of the desired change through
formal systems and structures and leveraging those systems to reach the change vision” (Cawsey
et al., 2016, p. 55). Mobilization entails leveraging transformational leadership, thereby
facilitating collaboration and trust among ECS faculty (Burnes & By, 2012; Cawsey et al., 2016;
Kezar, 2018; Tierney, 2008). Measures that support mobilization include encouraging and
valuing faculty contributions in faculty and departmental meetings, and promoting faculty
engagement with, and connection to, the proposed change (Cawsey et al., 2016). Mobilization
includes reminding stakeholders of the higher purpose of the proposed change (Scharmer, 2016).
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Mobilization will be enhanced by engaging in multiple communication channels for the purpose
of illuminating the gap between the current and desired state, as discussed in the section Critical
Organizational Analysis (Cawsey et al., 2016).
Mobilization also addresses resistance to the change. In the context of this OIP, resistance
refers to an act of disobedience, defiance, devaluing, avoiding, or preventing change (Cawsey et
al., 2016; Lewis, 2019; Oreg, 2003; Scharmer, 2016). Resistance to change is natural and
expected because individuals are comfortable with knowns, and change presents an unknown
(Mento et al., 2002). Research indicates many reasons for resistance including a desire to not
lose something of value, fear of loss of control, fear of the unknown, misunderstanding of the
change and its implications, reluctance to give up old practices, and cognitive rigidity (Kotter &
Schlesinger, 2008; McBride, 2010; Oreg, 2003; Scharmer, 2016). I will address resistance by
using ongoing communication as prescribed by the cultural framework, and participative and
transformational leadership (Kezar, 2018; McBride, 2010). As a change agent, if I involve the
potential resistors in some aspect of the design and implementation of the change, I may be able
to minimize or eliminate resistance (Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008).
Step 3 is acceleration and aligns with my leadership framework, as it includes reaching
out, engaging, and empowering others in the planning and implementation of the change
(Cawsey et al., 2016). In this step, specific actions are taken to advance implementation of the
desired changes. Regarding this OIP, acceleration entails facilitating the development of new
knowledge, skills, abilities, and ways of thinking that will support change and accelerate
progress by engaging colleagues and program leadership and fostering a sense of ownership in
the process (Cawsey et al., 2016; Hill et al., 2007).
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Step 4 is institutionalization and involves transition to a sustained culture that promotes
faculty collaboration and the implementation of a participative process to monitor, evaluate, and
revise the collaborative process on an ongoing basis (Cawsey et al., 2016). Institutionalization is
enabled by a leadership framework that encourages collaborative analysis of process and impact
from multiple perspectives and at multiple points during the change process (Lewis, 2019), as
well as a participatory monitoring and evaluation process (Cooper, 2018; King, 2005;
Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Mayoux, 2006).
Despite the alignment of the change path model with organizational culture theory and
my leadership framework, each model has its limitations. If at various points in the timeline of
the change process I believe that Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model is limiting the
understanding required to lead the change, other models can be combined and employed,
providing me, the change agent, with a larger set of tools (Cawsey et al., 2016; Manning, 2018).
The following section presents a critical organizational analysis of ECS and Institute G.
Organizational change readiness is discussed, as is Nadler and Tushman’s (1980) congruence
model.
Critical Organizational Analysis
This section presents a critical organizational analysis by introducing what needs to
change within the organization and why. This organizational analysis is achieved by analyzing
organizational change readiness findings that were introduced in Chapter 1. Additionally, I
present how my framework for leading change, and Nadler and Tushman’s (1980) congruence
model, assist in diagnosing the proposed change.
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Organizational Change Readiness
The PoP is the absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty of the ECS program.
As previously mentioned, collaboration is an expectation of various governing and accrediting
bodies that ECS graduates will be engaged with upon graduation. It is critical that ECS faculty
engage in and role model collaboration, in hopes that ECS students will emulate them in their
daily work supporting Canadian children and families. The literature presents ample evidence for
the benefits of a culture of collaboration, both in early learning environments and in higher
education (E. M. Anderson, 2013; Thistlewaite, 2012; WHO, 2010). Challenges lie in the
limitations of the ECS leadership’s agency and faculty motivation. Sessional faculty are
unionized, and current contracts do not require engagement in professional development or other
professional opportunities outside of the teaching contract (Institute G, 2021). Motivation in
faculty is hindered by ongoing competition for sessional teaching assignments, impeding on
intrinsic motivation to engage in meaningful collaboration. These factors result in gaps between
expectations and practice, and between ECS vision and practice, indicating that the need for
change is real (Cawsey et al., 2016). As a change agent, my role is to awaken my peers to the
existence of this gap by contrasting the present state with the future desired state of a culture of
collaboration (Cawsey et al., 2016).
Armenakis and Harris (2009) stressed the importance of a systematic and thorough
organizational diagnosis as it minimizes the possibility of the change agent making an error and
implementing a change plan that is not appropriate to the organization. Diagnosis typically
involves “the collection, integration, and analysis of data about the organization and its
environment” (Nadler & Tushman, 1989, p. 197). Organizational change readiness in ECS and
Institute G will be further explored at multiple organizational levels using both informal
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discussions and quantitative measures. Readiness will be further explored prior to
implementation with an additional qualitative tool: an anonymous online survey that will provide
a much deeper understanding of the culture of my organization (Cawsey et al., 2016) and will
help inform the implementation of the chosen solution.
Through a process of self-reflection, I completed Kezar’s (2018) Readiness Survey and
Cawsey et al.’s (2016) Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire to assess perception of
Institute G’s change readiness. I completed these questionnaires by reflecting on ongoing
conversation and dialogue with ECS leadership and faculty. Dialogue is an opportunity to
inquire, share meanings, see and understand complex issues together, and uncover assumptions
that my colleagues have regarding the PoP and the proposed change (Preskill & Torres, 1999;
Scharmer, 2016).
Analysis of Kezar’s (2018) Readiness Survey (see Appendix A) and Cawsey et al.’s
(2016) Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire (see Appendix B) indicates readiness at
the people, leadership, and cultural levels. Specifically, I believe that ECS leaders are prepared to
support change. I believe that the current culture of ECS is open to change and includes change
champions, indicating both efficacy and principal support (Yukl & Mahsud, 2010). As previously
mentioned, efficacy is the belief that the change recipient and the organization can successfully
implement the change, whereas principal support is the belief that the program leadership are
committed to the success of the change (Armenakis & Harris, 2009).
I further analyzed the ECS program’s readiness for change by applying Nadler and
Tushman’s (1980) congruence model. The congruence model helps change agents to identify and
understand the discrepancies and discontinuities between where the organization is and where it
should be (Cawsey et al., 2016).
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Congruence Model
Nadler and Tushman’s (1980, 1989) congruence model is depicted in Figure 5. The
congruence model views organizations as a system, a set of interrelated elements. Nadler and
Tushman’s model is an example of an open system, one that interacts with its environment
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
Figure 5
Congruence Model

Note. Adapted from “A Model for Diagnosing Organizational Behavior,” by D. A. Nadler and M.
L. Tushman, 1980, Organizational Dynamics, 9(2), p. 47 (https://doi.org/10.1016/00902616(80)90039-X). Copyright 1980 by Elselvier.
I chose the congruence model to assess organizational change readiness because it
emphasizes the transformation process and views organizations as made up of interrelated and
interdependent components that interact with each other, aligning with both my leadership
framework and theoretical frameworks underpinning the change (Cawsey et al., 2016; Nadler &
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Tushman, 1980). Further, the congruence model aligns with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path
model as the first step, awakening, begins with a critical organizational analysis (p. 53).
Elements of the congruence model include the information the system has to work with, the
returns it must produce, and the interaction of significant components of the transformation
process (Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
Inputs
Nadler and Tushman (1980) defined inputs as the material that the organization has to
work with and includes environments, resources, history, and strategy. The environmental
analysis is informed by a PESTE analysis. As a change agent, I need to determine how
environmental factors create demands, constraints, or opportunities for change (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980). For example, the expectations of the governing and accrediting bodies ECS
graduates will be affiliated with support the proposed change. The unionized environment and
contracts that do not require engaging in activity outside of the teaching contract pose
constraints.
Nadler and Tushman’s (1980) reference to resources applies to the different assets to
which the ECS program has access, including employees, technology, capital, and information.
Regarding this OIP, technology to support a culture of collaboration exists as does ample
academic literature exemplifying its benefits (E. M. Anderson, 2013; Thistlewaite, 2012; WHO,
2010). The faculty of ECS, its employees, are also critical to the change. In addition to the
proposed change model, the proposed leadership framework will promote awakening in my
peers to the benefits of engaging in a culture of collaboration.
Organizational history is critical as a history of positive experiences with change can
influence the organization’s change readiness (Cawsey et al., 2016; Holt & Vardaman, 2013;
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Lewis, 2019; Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Reflection on ongoing dialogue with ECS leadership
suggests that ECS and Institute G have had positive experiences with change in the past.
The final and most important input to organizational change is strategy, referring to
“matching the organization’s resources to its environment” (Nadler & Tushman, 1980, p. 41). In
the context of this OIP, this strategy requires examining the core mission of the organization and
how it does or does not align with the proposed change. Strategy determines “the work to be
performed by the organization, and it defines desired organizational outputs” (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980, p. 43). The proposed change aligns with both Institute G and ECS’s goal of
preparing graduates to be workforce ready and the foundational value of collaboration as
presented in Chapter 1, Organizational Context.
Outputs
Outputs are the returns the organization must produce. Nadler and Tushman (1980)
defined outputs as “what the organization produces, how it performs, and how effective it is” (p.
43). Regarding this OIP, outputs focus on organizational performance, such as the functioning of
groups, units, or individuals within the organization. When analyzing outputs or organizational
performance, critical factors include goal attainment, resource utilization, and adaptability
(Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
An overarching goal of both Institute G and ECS is to prepare students to be workforce
ready. Institute G (2019) graduate success statistics indicate that this goal is being met, with
almost 90% of Institute G graduates currently employed or pursuing further education. Resource
utilization refers to how well the organization makes use of available resources (Nadler &
Tushman, 1980). Anecdotal observations indicate that ECS does not make the best use of its
resources, in particular its human capital. As discussed in Chapter 1, ECS faculty represent a
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range of disciplines and expertise amounting to decades of practical experience in the field.
However, a culture of collaboration does not exist, resulting in faculty working independently of
one another. Adaptability refers to whether the organization is capable of changing and adapting
to environmental changes (Nadler & Tushman, 1980). Analysis of Kezar’s (2018) Change
Readiness Survey (see Appendix A) and the Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire
(see Appendix B) indicates that adaptability does exist within leadership and faculty of ECS.
This is a positive indicator because people are capable of enormous amounts of learning and
adaptation, which are critical to the successful implementation of change (Bolman & Deal,
2017).
Transformation Process
In the congruence model, the organization and its major components are the fundamental
means for transforming energy and information from inputs into outputs (Cawsey et al., 2016;
Nadler & Tushman, 1980). The four major components include the task, the individuals, the
formal organizational arrangements, and the informal organization (Nadler & Tushman, 1980).
The transformation process will be facilitated utilizing my leadership framework, theoretical
models, and change models. Specifically, the task is to foster a culture of collaboration among
ECS faculty. This will be achieved using a participative leadership framework that values all
opinions and ideas and encourages peer involvement in the change process. The use of language,
communication, social interaction, and reflection will be promoted for stakeholders to make
meaning with one another. Informal organizational processes, also referred to as culture, relate to
how individuals in the organization interact with one another (Nadler & Tushman, 1989). The
goal is that the transformation process includes these components to facilitate an organizational
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culture in which a pattern of basic assumptions and values regarding collaboration is shared
among ECS faculty (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Lewis, 2019; Tierney & Lanford, 2018).
Congruence
Nadler and Tushman (1980) described congruence as a measure of how well pairs of
components fit together. In the ideal organizational change process, there is congruence between
organizational components and the transformation process or strategy. Analysis of outputs
indicates that congruence, or a good fit, does exist between ECS and Institute G goals and
adaptability (Cawsey et al., 2016). Congruence is not evident between program and institute
goals and human resources, otherwise known as individual faculty actions, hence the PoP.
Despite the incongruencies evident, I am confident that the proposed leadership, theoretical, and
change frameworks will contribute to successful engagement with, and facilitation of, the
proposed organizational change. To conclude, as a change agent I recognize that organizations
are complex, dynamic, and fluid. Due to this variability, additional levels of analysis may be
required, using additional tools to best diagnose the organization’s readiness for change at
various points in the change process.
The following section presents possible solutions to address the PoP.
Possible Solutions to Address the Problem of Practice
Each day, members of an organization are faced with the need to find solutions to new or
persisting problems (Preskill & Torres, 1999). This section presents three possible solutions to
the PoP, as well as their benefits and challenges. Then, the preferred solution is identified. All
three possible solutions are grounded in the foundational core competencies of interprofessional
collaboration: (a) values/ethics for interprofessional practice, (b) roles/responsibilities, (c)
interprofessional communication, and (d) teams and teamwork (Interprofessional Education
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Collaborative, 2016). The three possible solutions are reflective group practice, Faculty Learning
Communities (FLCs), and CoPs.
Possible Solution 1: Reflective Group Practice
Reflection can take many forms and can be engaged in both individually and collectively.
Forms of reflection include storytelling, face-to-face dialogues, journalling, interactive
brainstorming, and engaging in challenging discussions (Gray, 2007; Webster-Wright, 2013). In
the educational context, Bernacchio et al. (2007) described reflective group practice as a learning
community, an opportunity for professionals to “model equitable education in preparing
professionals to work with children and adults” (p. 56). In addition, reflective group practice can
help educators examine their beliefs, frames of reference, or assumptions that guide or influence
their practice (Bernacchio et al., 2007; Cawsey et al., 2016; Preskill & Torres, 1999). Two
components are critical to the successful promotion of reflective group practice: trust and
dialogue (Cawsey et al., 2016; Raven, 2014; Schein, 1993). Dialogue, or engaging with others,
facilitates the building of common ground and mutual trust that are critical to reflection (Raven,
2014; Schein, 1993). Further, the development of trust and dialogue is an important factor in the
relationship between culture and organizational learning (Schein, 1993). The promotion of
reflective group practice requires the resources of time and skills, both of which pose challenges
to engaging in reflective group practice (Gray, 2007; Raven, 2014).
Reflective group practice comes with challenges. Engagement in reflective group practice
takes time, which is often constricted by busy academic lives (Gray, 2007; Preskill & Torres,
1999; Raven, 2014; Webster-Wright, 2013). Paradoxically, Webster-Wright (2013) suggested that
taking the time to engage in reflective group practice can promote increased clarity and focus on
problems that occupy faculty time. An additional challenge is that reflective group practice
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requires skills, many of which need to be taught (Gray, 2007). In my agency, I may not have the
scope of practice to teach these skills and will draw upon the skills of my clinically trained peers.
A further challenge to reflection is resistance on the part of participants (Smith, 2001).
Resistance poses a challenge because reflection does not happen in a vacuum. It is through
interaction with people, ideas, and activities that who we are, what we think, and how we act is
shaped (Webster-Wright, 2013). Finally, Raven (2014) stated that there is an absence of evidence
about the use and effectiveness of reflection in the workplace.
Despite the challenges, engaging in reflective group practice results in multiple benefits.
Reflective group practice aligns with social constructivism and the value of interpersonal contact
(Smith, 2001). Gray (2007) described reflective group practice as “a route to collective action
and a component of organizational learning and change” (p. 495). Reflective group practice also
supports Schein’s (1993, 2010) emphasis on dialogue and language as a tool for making meaning
and cultivating a shared culture and sense of what is important (see also Webster-Wright, 2013).
Cawsey et al. (2016) promoted reflective group practice and stressed that through
communication, open dialogue and reflection, change does occur. As a change agent, I am in a
“position to create safe spaces for reflection where members have a voice that is listened to and
valued” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 267). To conclude, Raven (2014) cited multiple benefits to
engaging in reflective group practice that relate to leadership skills. These benefits include an
increase in confidence in one’s role, enabling connections, and an enhanced ability to question
practices and implications. Finally, Raven stated that qualitative analysis is best for evaluating
the benefits and challenges of reflective group practice, aligning with the proposed methodology
for monitoring and evaluation presented in Chapter 3.
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Possible Solution 2: FLCs
FLCs, also referred to as professional learning communities, provide a forum for ongoing
conversation, professional development, training, and collaboration among professionals (E. R.
Elliott et al., 2016; Yeo et al., 2019). FLCs provide faculty with many opportunities, including
developing new pedagogies, altering classroom practices, adapting learning strategies, discussing
challenges and progress, and sharing resources (E. R. Elliott et al., 2016; National Commission
on Teaching and America’s Future, 2016; Yeo et al., 2019). Zepeda (2019) described several
characteristics of learning communities, many of which align with the proposed change of
facilitating a culture of collaboration among faculty of ECS, my leadership framework, and the
theoretical frameworks underpinning the proposed change. Learning communities are inclusive,
support change, are collaborative, foster connectedness among members, and value the role of
reflection in adult learning (Zepeda, 2019).
The most critical resource to an FLC is its leader. FLCs require a leader who “creates a
culture that encourages and supports continuous employee learning, critical thinking, and risk
taking with new ideas [among peers in order to promote] . . . learning from their collective
experiences as well as from their individual expertise” (Chandler, 2019, p. 79). Simply stated, the
idea behind FLCs is that “‘together is better,’ and the hope is that, if people work together,
practice will improve, and student learning and achievement will follow” (Katz & Dack, 2013, p.
36).
FLCs entail many benefits including the opportunity to maximize faculty autonomy,
enthusiasm, and ability (Chandler, 2019; E. R. Elliott et al., 2016; Zepeda, 2019). Research
indicates that faculty who engage in FLCs “are able to continuously adapt courses to further
improve student learning outcomes and to reflect rapidly changing fields” (E. R. Elliott et al.,
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2016, p. 2), which aligns with ECS’s goal of preparing students to be workforce ready. FLCs can
act as an agent of emergent and transformational change, resulting in a more student-centered
focus that better supports learning, aligning with Institute G’s mission statement (E. R. Elliott et
al., 2016; Yeo et al., 2019; Zepeda, 2019).
Despite the benefits, FLCs pose a number of challenges, with time being the most
prominent one mentioned in the literature (E. R. Elliott et al., 2016; Yeo et al., 2019). As
previously discussed, faculty time is limited and constrained by a number of commitments (E. R.
Elliott et al., 2016; Yeo et al., 2019). An additional challenge is that FLCs are more formal than,
for example, CoPs, and consequently a high level of commitment is expected (Wenger, 1998;
Yeo et al., 2019). Regarding this OIP, the eminent concern is with the language used in
connection with FLCs. A brief review indicates that words such as learning, knowledge, better
understanding, and teaching are common in relation to FLCs (Chandler, 2019; E. R. Elliott et al.,
2016; Yeo et al., 2019; Zepeda, 2019). Although learning is valuable, the ultimate goal of the OIP
is to foster a culture of collaboration, one that entails socialization and meaning-making with one
another. Because of this, the language used in FLCs is not the ideal fit for addressing the PoP.
Possible Solution 3: CoPs
CoPs are the third possible solution. Wenger et al. (2002) defined CoPs as “groups of
people who share a concern, a set of problems or a passion about a topic, and who deepen their
knowledge and expertise in this area by interacting on an ongoing basis” (p. 4). In the
educational context, Kerno and Mace (2010) described a CoP as a group of people who share
knowledge, insight, tools, and experience about an area of common interest with the goal of
supporting student learning. CoPs are the first knowledge-based social structures; can vary in
size, formality, and purpose; and include core and peripheral members (Wenger, 1998, 2000;
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Wenger et al., 2002; Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015). CoPs innovate and solve
problems, facilitate knowledge transfer, invent new practices, create new knowledge, define new
territory, and develop a collective and strategic voice (Roberts, 2006; Wenger, 1998; WengerTrayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015). CoPs describe learning as an integral part of people’s daily
lives, achieved through participation in communities and organizations; fundamentally, learning
is a social phenomenon (Wenger, 1998).
CoPs have three important characteristics: domain, community, and practice. A CoP is
defined by a shared domain of interest. Community refers to mutual engagement in joint
activities and discussions for the purpose of sharing information, helping one another, and
making meaning (Wenger, 1998). According to Wenger (1998), “Practice is about meaning as an
experience of everyday life” (p. 52). In addition, practice refers to a shared repertoire of
resources, such as language, routines, artifacts, experiences, stories, and tools (Roberts, 2006;
Wenger, 1998; Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015).
Three components are critical to the successful facilitation of CoP: time, leadership, and
trust. CoPs require time and sustained interaction (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015).
Participation in CoPs is dependent on members feeling valued, being recognized for their
contributions, and believing that they are benefitting from participation (Wenger-Trayner &
Wenger-Trayner, 2015). Participative leadership, as discussed in the Leadership Approaches to
Change section, can be used to ensure member participation and recognition at all stages of the
change process. Further, leadership can promote collaborative communities in which community
is valued more highly than is individuality (Roberts, 2006). Finally, trust is required for the
successful transfer of knowledge between individuals. The presence “of trust between
individuals indicates an ability to share a high degree of mutual understanding, built upon a
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common appreciation of a shared social and cultural context” (Roberts, 2006, p. 628). To
conclude, time, leadership and trust are all critical to the successful facilitation of CoPs.
There are multiple benefits to engaging in a CoP. CoPs are based on collegial
relationships between persons with a variety of skill sets and levels of mastery, which is
supportive of the diverse faculty in ECS (Lave & Wenger, 1991; Wenger et al., 2002).
Engagement in CoPs promote changes in pedagogy and practice, resulting in educators who are
better prepared to address the changing needs of students, leading to improved student outcomes,
and aligning with ECS and Institute G goals (Kabes et al., 2010; Shaffer, 2017; Timperley, 2011).
In addition, Stanley et al. (2016) stated that professional and interprofessional socialization
alongside interprofessional collaboration is critical to improving higher education student
learning experiences and learning outcomes (p. 475). Finally, in CoPs, members engage in joint
activities and discussions, help each other, and share information, building relationships that
enable them to learn from each other (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015), aligning with
social constructivism and organizational culture theory.
Despite the benefits, engagement in CoPs poses challenges, time being the most
prominent, with Roberts (2006) stating that the time required to build communities is rarely
available. Kerno and Mace (2010) stressed that in order for a CoP to be effective, it must engage
participants for prolonged, sustained discourse: “Members should have the ability to structure a
given period of time . . . to participate in activities conducive to the effective functioning of a
CoP” (p. 85). Wenger et al. (2002) listed a number of challenges to CoPs, two of which are most
pertinent to this OIP: failure among members to connect enough to develop trust, and members
not being aroused by the domain (p. 140). Wenger (2000) stated, “If members don’t feel
personally connected to the group’s area of expertise and interest once it has been defined, they
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won’t fully commit themselves to the work of the community” (p. 144). These challenges can be
addressed by using participative and mindful leadership in the facilitation of this OIP, in addition
to emphasizing the step of awakening, using language to communicate the benefits of a culture
of collaboration, highlighting professional and ethical obligations and external stakeholder
expectations, and identifying common goals, thereby developing a shared change vision (Cawsey
et al., 2016; Hauptman, 2006; Horwath & Morrison, 2007; Lewis, 2019). An additional challenge
is the competitive environment that ECS faculty are employed in, as competition is likely to
discourage the collaborative efforts required in the establishment and maintenance of CoPs
(Roberts, 2006).
A final challenge of CoPs relates to evaluation. Wenger-Trayner and Wenger-Trayner
(2015) stated that it may be difficult to attribute the activities of a CoP to a particular impact with
complete certainty. However, this can be addressed by utilizing a mixed methodology to measure
different types of value created by the community and to monitor how members are changing
their practice and improving performance (Wenger-Trayner & Wenger-Trayner, 2015). Although
all three possible solutions present various benefits and challenges, the preferred solution, a
union of reflective group practice and CoP is presented in the following subsection.
Preferred Solution
Figure 6 compares the three possible solutions with one another. The three solutions are
compared along the following dimensions: time, human, and fiscal. Figure 6 rates each possible
solution according to the potential cost of its implementation (high, medium, or low) and the
solution’s potential ability to address the gaps (high, medium, or low) as outlined by the PoP.
As indicated in Figure 6, there are similarities between the possible solutions in time,
human, and fiscal dimensions. Differences are evident in the potential of the possible solutions to
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address the gap. The differences relate to the alignment of the possible solutions with the
theoretical frameworks underpinning this OIP, my leadership framework, and the proposed
change framework.
The preferred solution to address the PoP is a combination of reflective group practice
and CoPs. Lave and Wenger (1991) viewed participation in both as a way of learning. The
components of each align with social constructivism and organizational culture theory and can be
facilitated with the proposed leadership framework. The use of language is common and critical
to both reflective group practice and CoPs, as “reflective dialogue is the opportunity to critically
examine an issue with peers and develop a shared language that emerges from the practice of
collective inquiry” (Gray, 2007, p. 506). The use of language is supported by Lave and Wenger
(1991), who stated that “language is part of practice, and it is in practice that people learn” (p.
85).
Figure 6
Comparison of Possible Solutions
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Reflection is a process that can be guided by the support of facilitators and requires
stepping back from an experience to think carefully and persistently about its meaning (Gray,
2007; Mento et al., 2002), aligning with mindful leadership. The proposed leadership framework,
with an emphasis on participative leadership, is conducive to facilitation. Finally, reflection is a
powerful tool to learn from experience, both individually and as a community (Mento et al.,
2002). Reflection is also promoted by the CECE’s (2017) Continuous Professional Learning
program, requiring registered early childhood educators to reflect on their practice.
The use of language is also paramount to the theoretical frameworks underpinning the
OIP: social constructivism and organizational culture theory. Lave and Wenger (1991) stated that
“language use entails multiple participatory skills, and is one of the most basic modes of access
to interaction in social life” (p. 22). Engagement and social interactions with others result in
knowledge and skill development (Lave & Wenger, 1991). The use of language or dialogue is
dependent on collaboration, as several people have to collaborate with each other for dialogue to
occur, as underpinned by organizational culture theory (Schein, 1993). As previously mentioned,
contemporary understanding of organizational culture theory stems from the idea that
organizational environments are socially constructed, largely through the communicative
interactions of internal and external stakeholders, and entail a pattern of basic assumptions and
values shared among members of a group (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Lewis, 2019; Tierney &
Lanford, 2018).
I will evaluate the preferred solution, a union of reflective group practice and CoPs, using
a variety of tools and practices, which I discuss further in Chapter 3, Change Process Monitoring
and Evaluation. The tools and practices include a participatory orientation to evaluation and the
Plan, Do, Study, Act (PDSA) model (Langley et al., 2009). Coghlan (2005) defined participatory
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evaluation as an overarching term for any evaluation approach that involves program staff or
participants actively in decision-making and other activities related to the planning and
implementation of evaluation studies. In the context of this OIP, participants include sessional
faculty and leadership of the ECS program. More specifically, Cooper (2018) defined
participatory evaluation as “a process of collective action that involves a range of stakeholders in
reflection, negotiation, collaboration and knowledge creation” (p. 49). The PDSA model will be
employed alongside the participatory approach as, just like this OIP, it begins with a plan, ends
with action, and can be implemented at each step of the change path model (Langley et al.,
2009).
To conclude, the formation, implementation, and sustainment of a CoP for ECS faculty
will support them in developing a shared repertoire of resources, skills, and knowledge that they
can disseminate to their students, to achieve the goal of nurturing graduates who are workforce
ready. Engaging in reflective group practice while a member of a CoP promotes an increase in
confidence in one’s role, improved connections, and an enhanced ability to question practices
and implications (Raven, 2014). The preferred solution of CoPs and reflective group practice will
aid in ethically addressing the potential challenges to organizational change as described in the
following section, Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change.
Leadership Ethics and Organizational Change
Armenakis and Harris (2009) stated that organizational change is common, and stressed
the importance of ethically planning, implementing, and evaluating change. Ethics is concerned
with beliefs about what is right or wrong, the kinds of values and morals an individual or society
finds acceptable, and the virtuousness of individuals and their motives (Burnes & By, 2012;
Northouse, 2019). Ethical leadership is not only evident in the individual’s traits and
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characteristics, but also in the way they interact and engage with one another, engage in
interpersonal relationships, and communicate (Brown et al., 2005; Liu, 2017; Theoharis, 2007).
Aligning with social constructivism, “ethical leadership is located in one’s accountability and
responsibility to others as they are dynamically co-constructed in context” (Liu, 2017, p. 354).
This section presents the ethical considerations and challenges that apply to the change process
of facilitating a culture of collaboration in ECS. Further, I discuss the ethical responsibilities of
Institute G, ECS faculty, and leadership, and how, as a change agent, I will address them during
implementation from an ethical leadership lens.
The critical organizational analysis indicates organizational readiness for change.
However, a potential challenge is individual resistance to the proposed change. In the context of
this OIP, resistance refers to an act of disobedience, defiance, devaluing, and avoiding change
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2019; Oreg, 2003; Scharmer, 2016). Regarding the proposed
change, I cannot assume that because my intentions are ethical, others will follow (Treviño et al.,
2000). Therefore, I must utilize my leadership, change, and theoretical frameworks underpinning
this OIP to awaken my peers to the multidimensional benefits of engaging in a culture of
collaboration. I will address the challenge of resistance to the proposed change through the use of
proactive strategies: role modelling behaviours and adherence to policy, fostering
communication, and emphasizing utilitarian consequentialism. I discuss each of these strategies
in turn.
As an early childhood professional I must adhere to my profession’s ethical
responsibilities. Ethical responsibilities of ECS leadership and myself include role modelling,
which “emphasizes visible actions and the perceptual and reputational aspects of ethical
leadership” (Treviño et al., 2000, p. 134). As a transformational leader, I am a role model for
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followers to emulate (Brown et al., 2005; Preskill & Torres, 1999); I can be counted on to do the
right thing. I demonstrate “high standards of ethical and moral conduct” (Avolio, 1999, p. 43),
thereby influencing the ethical conduct of my colleagues (Brown et al., 2005). My conduct is
rooted in a set of values and is critical to minimizing and preventing resistance (Burnes & By,
2012; Treviño et al., 2000). As discussed in Chapter 1, Leadership Lens, my behaviours include
learning about my colleagues, what interests them, and what is important to them, with the goal
of creating connections that result in increased levels of intrinsic motivation, trust, and
consciousness about an idealized goal (Avolio, 2011; Bass, 1985; Bass & Riggio, 2006; Cawsey
et al., 2016; Northouse, 2019; Tierney & Lanford, 2016; Treviño et al., 2000), aligning with the
traits and behaviours of both transformational and ethical leadership (Brown & Treviño, 2006).
As H. J. Anderson et al. (2017) stated, “As employees view leaders behaving in ethical ways,
employees can learn to discern between correct and incorrect actions in a given situation” (p.
252). As leaders behave in ethical ways, they are role modelling behaviours expected from their
employees.
In addition, ethical leadership means that the person in the leadership role is faithful to a
set of values and beliefs that colleagues would view as being ethical (Treviño et al., 2000). As a
faculty, we are preparing students for future roles as early childhood professionals, many of
whom will be professionally governed by the CECE, whose expectation is that individuals and
organizations operate within acceptable standards of ethics (Lewis, 2019) as outlined in the Code
of Ethics and Standards of Practice (CECE, 2017). In addition, the CECE and the Ontario
College of Teachers (2015) published Exploring Interprofessional Collaboration and Ethical
Leadership, in which they identified care, respect, trust, and integrity as fundamental to ethical

64
professional practice and leadership. As a change agent and role model, I must reflect on these
frameworks and model ethical standards and qualities in daily practice.
Communication is critical to triggering and articulating change, addressing challenges in
the change process, and promoting socialization, thereby shaping colleagues’ understanding of
the change (Lewis, 2019). Liu (2017) stated that “leaders have to be both ethical and effective”
(p. 45). Consequently, my reputation as a colleague is key to my role as an ethical change agent
(Treviño et al., 2000). Several traits are critical to this role including trust, honesty, integrity, and
effective communication (Brown & Treviño, 2006; Brown et al., 2005; Cawsey et al., 2016;
McBride, 2010). As a transformational leader, purposeful, authentic communication and trust are
critical to finding ways to focus ECS leadership and faculty on our ethical obligations, thereby
guiding our collective actions (Brown et al., 2005; Brown & Treviño, 2006; Cawsey et al., 2016;
Northouse, 2019; Theoharis, 2007; Treviño et al., 2000; Yukl & Mahsud, 2010; Zepeda, 2019).
In addition, “Burns (1978) proposed that transformational leadership is moral leadership because
transformational leaders inspire their followers to look beyond self-interest and work together for
a collective purpose” (Brown & Treviño, 2006, p. 598). Recognizing and being mindful of “what
it means to lead ethically emerges from the interpersonal interactions between organisational
members” (Liu, 2017, p. 354), aligning with social constructivism. What constitutes ethical and
leadership is created through dialogue and meaning-making between ECS faculty and leadership
(Liu, 2017).
Finally, ethical leaders need to talk about ethics and values in a way that explains the
values that guide important decisions and actions, thereby collaboratively moving stakeholders
towards mutual goals. As a change agent, if I do not engage in ongoing communication that
exemplifies the importance of ethics and values, the importance may not be evident to my
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colleagues (Brown et al., 2005; Lewis, 2019; Treviño et al., 2000). In addition, I must use the
principles of participative leadership and encourage communication and questioning from my
colleagues.
Utilitarian consequentialism is also used to address the challenge of resistance to the
proposed change. Utilitarian consequentialism “maintains that an action is ethically right if it
maximizes the beneficial consequences for everyone” (Burnes & By, 2012, p. 245) aligning with
Kohlberg’s postconventional morality, in which reasoning is based on conscience, creating a just
society, and doing what is best for all of us (Northouse, 2019). Theoharis (2007) described this
notion as “keeping his eyes on the prize” (p. 245). This aligns with my definition of social justice
in the context of this OIP as presented in Chapter 1. Social justice means doing the right thing for
all people, facilitated by nurturing environments that are equitable: environments in which
individuals are supported to overcome personal or social circumstances that may hinder
accessibility to equal outcomes and well-being (CECE, 2017; Sykes, 2014).
For utilitarian consequentialists, it is the outcome of collective actions which is
important, not the motivation (Burnes & By, 2012). By facilitating utilitarian consequentialism, I
am role modelling ethical leadership, contributing to employee commitment, satisfaction, and
comfort with the proposed change, thereby securing buy-in and minimizing resistance (Treviño
et al., 2000). Figure 7 is an adaptation of Burnes and By’s (2012) virtuous change circle. They
argued that change agents or leaders cannot achieve meaningful,
sustainable and beneficial change unless they act in an ethical fashion and adopt ethically
compatible approaches to change that meet not only their own individual (egoistic) needs,
but also produce utilitarian outcomes in terms of the greatest good for the greatest
number of stakeholders. (Burnes & By, 2012, p. 240)
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Figure 7
The Virtuous Change Circle

Note. Adapted from “Leadership and Change: The Case for Greater Ethical Clarity,” by B.
Burnes and R. T. By, 2012, Journal of Business Ethics, 108(2), p. 246
(https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1088-2). Copyright 2012 by Springer Nature.
In the adaptation, utilitarian consequentialism’s premise is maintaining that an action is
ethically right if it maximizes the beneficial consequences for everyone (Burnes & By, 2012). I
will facilitate the planned change using Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model with the goal
of achieving a collective good, which in the context of this OIP is ensuring that all children and
families receive the required support to achieve best outcomes. In the centre of the circle are the
three key qualities that underpin my leadership framework: empowerment, equality, and
reflection. Most important, people must feel confident that what the organization is doing is
adding value, making a positive difference, and is worth doing (Bolman & Deal, 2017).
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To conclude, the challenge of resistance is imminent. As a change agent I will engage in
leadership practices that are ethical to address the challenge. According to Treviño et al. (2000),
being an ethical leader means being a role model for ethical conduct and communicating
regularly about ethics and values. In addition, I will emphasize utilitarian consequentialism as a
means to encourage buy-in and minimize resistance to the proposed change of fostering a culture
of collaboration among ECS faculty (Burnes & By, 2012).
Chapter 2 Conclusion
Chapter 2 focused on planning and developing the proposed change of facilitating a
culture of collaboration among faculty of ECS. I identified and developed the leadership
framework that will be employed to address the PoP, discussed the theoretical and change
frameworks for addressing the proposed change, and identified how each step of Cawsey et al.’s
(2016) change path model will be addressed. The chapter included a critical organizational
analysis that clearly described the ECS program’s readiness to engage in the proposed change as
well as three possible solutions to the problem, culminating in the identification of a preferred
solution: a union of reflective group practice and CoPs. Finally, the chapter concluded with a
discussion on leadership ethics, its impact on organizational change, and how leadership ethics
will be adopted to address potential challenges throughout the change process.
The final chapter of this OIP focuses on four topics: a change implementation plan,
change process monitoring and evaluation, the plan to communicate the need for change and
change process, and finally, next steps and future considerations.
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Chapter 3: Implementation, Evaluation, and Communication
The final chapter of this OIP is organized in four sections: change implementation plan,
change process monitoring and evaluation, plan to communicate the need for change and change
process, and finally, next steps and future considerations. The chapter focuses on (a) process,
managing the transition to the preferred solution, and the importance of monitoring and
evaluation at all stages of the change implementation, communication, and knowledge
mobilization plans while (b) making connections to the leadership and theoretical frameworks
underpinning this OIP as presented in Chapters 1 and 2.
Change Implementation Plan
The change implementation plan addresses numerous facets that impact this OIP. To
begin, I focus on change management and present how Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model
fits within the context of the organizational structure of Institute G and the ECS program. In
addition, I present how the implementation of the organizational change will address the PoP, the
absence of a culture of collaboration among faculty of the ECS program, and the ethical and
social justice issues presented in Chapters 1 and 2. Further, I offer more detail about the preferred
solution, a combination of reflective group practice and CoPs, and reflect on the resources
required to support the transition to its facilitation and implementation. Resources include the
value of language and utilization of champions to engage and empower others, culminating in a
cultural change among faculty of the ECS program. Finally, I present the goals of the change
implementation plan and the anticipated challenges and limitations.
Change Management
The ability to manage change is a core organizational competence (Burnes, 1996; Cawsey
et al., 2016). Change management is often viewed as a cyclical process that goes through the
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following phases: understand the current situation, determine the desired state and develop a
change plan, enlist others and develop a critical mass, and track and stabilize results (Moran &
Brightman, 2001). Change management is synonymous with the processes of transformational
and fundamental change and requires a metamorphosis in one’s concepts of leadership,
management, employee engagement, and resource utilization (Kang, 2015; Moran & Brightman,
2001).
This OIP focuses on micro-change management, specifically concerned with managing a
process, and people (Kang, 2015). As a micro-change agent, my interest lies with colleagues’
adoption of and transition to the proposed change (Kang, 2015). The goal of this OIP is to foster
a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty, proposing a nonlinear, emergent change that
entails a continuous process (Burnes, 1996; Cawsey et al., 2016; Moran & Brightman, 2001). As
a change agent, I will facilitate the process by utilizing Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path
model.
As discussed in Chapter 2, the change path model aligns with the proposed change’s
theoretical framework, is malleable, and centres on organizational level change processes
(Cawsey et al., 2016). The change path model promotes second-order change, a nonlinear
transformation from one state to another that is best precipitated through collaborative leadership
(Kezar, 2018; Zsebik, 2008). Facilitation of the proposed change aligns with Institute G’s
organizational structure, mission, and values. As discussed in Chapter 1, Institute G values open
inquiry, collaboration, mutual respect, and the promotion of collaboration among various
stakeholders including undergraduate and graduate students, faculty, and staff (Institute G, n.d.d).
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Change Management in the Context of Equity, Ethics, and Social Justice
The following presents change management in the context of equity, ethics, and social
justice. Moran and Brightman (2001) stated that “change management is the process of
continually renewing an organization’s direction, structure, and capabilities to serve the everchanging needs of external and internal customers” (p. 111). Kang (2015) affirmed that change
management is regarded as an activity or effort to support any change that seeks positive results.
In addition to addressing the PoP, the proposed change in this OIP seeks to address my
professional and ethical responsibilities of meeting the increasing and changing needs of
Canadian children and their families, with the long-term goal of positive impacts, supporting
children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and well-being (Sykes, 2014).
As discussed in Chapter 1, the challenges and struggles facing Canadian families
continue to mount and are often the result of inequalities experienced due to social, political, and
economic disadvantages (Public Health Agency of Canada, 2018; UNICEF Canada, 2020).
Addressing these challenges necessitates an assortment of skills, knowledge, and expertise. ECS
faculty are profoundly skilled, each possessing unique expertise, and they have an ethical
obligation to develop graduates of the highest quality, graduates who are required to collaborate
with other professionals to achieve the overarching goal of supporting the overall health and
well-being of children and their families (Goodsett et al., 2016; Institute G, n.d.-c; Masin &
Valle-Riestra, 2007). By sharing knowledge, collaborating, and meaning-making with one
another, faculty will be better informed on research, pedagogy, and practice that are pervasive in
disciplines other than our own. Consequently, that knowledge can be shared with students to
better support them in their future roles as early childhood professionals. As presented in Chapter
1, there is an absence of a culture of collaboration among early childhood professionals in higher
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education, thereby posing a problem. I will address the problem by employing my agency to
foster a culture of collaboration among faculty of the ECS program through a union of reflective
group practice and CoPs as presented in Chapter 2.
The Value of Language
My professional and ethical responsibilities lie with supporting Canadian children and
families to achieve best outcomes. In my current role and agency, I strive to achieve this goal by
mentoring future early childhood professionals to develop the skills necessary to best support
children and families. However, supporting best outcomes for children and families requires
various skills, knowledge, and expertise, which can be achieved only through collaboration (E.
M. Anderson, 2013; WHO, 2010).
The proposed change addresses the PoP, the absence of a culture of collaboration among
faculty of the ECS program, situated in a Canadian higher education institution. The PoP will be
addressed by engaging in the preferred solution presented in Chapter 2, a union of reflective
group practice and CoPs, while utilizing Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model, the
theoretical frameworks underpinning this OIP, and the proposed leadership framework:
transformational, participative, and mindful leadership. A critical factor for a successful
transition is the use of language. The use of language is also essential to both reflective group
practice and CoPs (Gray, 2007). As a change agent I will engage in language and communication
to awaken, mobilize, accelerate, and, in time, institutionalize a culture of collaboration with my
colleagues (Cawsey et al., 2016). Language is a critical component to practice, and through
practice faculty will learn of the value of collaboration (Lave & Wenger, 1991). Language can
also be applied to role model and promote the value of reflective group practice.
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As discussed in Chapter 2, reflection aligns with mindful leadership and is a process that
can be guided by the support of facilitators; furthermore, it requires stepping back from an
experience to think carefully and persistently about its meaning (Gray, 2007; Mento et al., 2002).
The theoretical frameworks underpinning this OIP, social constructivism, organizational culture
theory and the cultural framework, also employ language. For example, organizational
environments are socially constructed, largely through the communicative interactions of internal
and external stakeholders and entail a pattern of basic assumptions and values shared among
members of a group (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Lewis, 2019; Tierney & Lanford, 2018). Finally,
transition to the proposed change, fostering a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty, will
make use of champions: collaborative peers who are advocates for the proposed change (WHO,
2010) and whose practice includes informally engaging in collaboration with one another. These
champions have similar beliefs to mine regarding the value of fostering a culture of collaboration
within the ECS program. Table 1 presents a timeline for the proposed cultural change, aligning
with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model, benchmarks, and outputs. Reflection is included
in all stages of the change implementation timeline as it can occur throughout multiple stages of
a change plan (Preskill & Torres, 1999). A second-order change, such as a change in
organizational culture is gradual and takes time (Zsebik, 2008). As such, I propose a 2-year
change implementation timeline.
Table 1
Change Implementation Timeline, Benchmarks, and Outputs
Phase
Awakening:
Sept 2022–
Aug 2023

Benchmarks (actions)
● In-person and virtual

Outputs

● Communications shared.
communication on current state, ● Responses/queries received from peers.
proposed vision, and ethical
● Formal and informal engagements in group
reflection.
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Phase

Benchmarks (actions)

Outputs

responsibilities of respective
● Quality and level of engagement in reflection.
disciplines.
● Completed anonymous online survey to assess
● Level of participation and
change readiness.
activity.
● Engagement in group reflection.
Mobilization:
Jan 2023–
Jan 2024

● Mobilize peers by engaging in

Acceleration:
Jan 2024–
Aug 2024

● Implementation of activities as

Institutionalization:
Sept 2024–
Dec 2024

● Review and disseminate

● Completed data collection.
● Additional champions and faculty engaged;

data collection (interviews,
focus groups, questionnaires).
new connections made.
● Networking.
● Mobilization plans and evaluation tools are
● Collaboratively develop ways to developed.
promote and evaluate changes to ● Formal and informal engagements in group
faculty culture.
reflection.
● Level of participation and
● Quality and level of engagement in
activity.
reflection.
● Engagement in group reflection.
● Faculty engaged in mobilization plan and

determined by data collection
evaluation.
and mobilization plan.
● Frequency of activities facilitated.
● Data collection.
● Self-reports on value of connections.
● Value of connections.
● Formal and informal engagements in group
● Engagement in group reflection. reflection.
● Quality and level of engagement in
reflection.

evaluation findings.

● Change in collaboration (self-reported)

among ECS faculty.

● Collaboratively revise activities

● Graduates who are workforce ready, better

based on evaluation results.
● Engagement in group reflection.

prepared to address the needs of Canadian
children and their families thereby ensuring
equal outcomes and well-being.
● Formal and informal engagements in group
reflection.
● Quality of meta-conversations about change.

Note. Many benchmarks and outputs are taken from Promoting and Assessing Value Creation in
Communities and Networks: A Conceptual Framework, by E. Wenger, B. Trayner, and M. de
Laat, 2011, pp. 25–31 (https://wenger-trayner.com/wp-content/uploads/2011/12/11-04Wenger_Trayner_DeLaat_Value_creation.pdf). Copyright 2011 by Ruud de Moor Centrum.
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The following subsection presents the resources required to facilitate and manage the
proposed change of fostering a culture of collaboration among faculty in ECS. The resources I
discuss include technological, fiscal, time, and human resources.
Resources
This subsection presents the resources required to manage the transition to the proposed
change, facilitating a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty: technological, fiscal, time, and
human resources. Technology is a major force affecting significant organizational change
endeavours (Preskill & Torres, 1999). Faculty, staff, and students successfully adopted Zoom and
Microsoft Teams on a large scale during the COVID-19 pandemic and are now familiar with
these tools. This pivot to impactful online teaching through cloud-based video conferencing
services has opened the door to using technological resources for purposes like fostering a
culture of collaboration for ECS faculty. Zoom or Microsoft Teams can be used to facilitate
communication and knowledge dissemination. They are especially critical to this OIP as ECS
faculty are sessional, with some faculty instructing only distance education courses, resulting in
little to no physical presence on campus. In addition, I will adopt technology to facilitate
brainstorming, involve multiple organizational members at various times, and support anonymity
(Preskill & Torres, 1999). The use of virtual platforms to promote collaboration is also supported
by the CECE’s (2021) Practice Guideline for Communication and Collaboration. To summarize,
I will use technology to facilitate and enhance the social and professional networks among ECS
faculty (Wenger et al., 2011).
Fiscal resources are required to manage the proposed change, albeit indirectly. Although
ECS faculty are sessional and contracts do not require engagement in activities outside of the
teaching contact, providing small incentives may encourage participation in, for example,
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brainstorming sessions or working groups (Bryman & Bell, 2016; Preskill & Torres, 1999).
Examples of suitable and commonly used incentives in ECS faculty meetings include providing
breakfast at a morning in-person meeting or sending virtual participants a gift card to their local
coffee shop. In addition, the proposed change will require some time commitment from ECS
leadership, potentially taking time from other responsibilities, thereby requiring additional
support for their administrative role from support staff.
The resource of time is also required to manage the proposed second-order change
(Zsebik, 2008). The change requires collaboration, defined in this OIP as a multidimensional,
ongoing process that includes interaction, time commitment, the exchange of different forms of
expertise and the maintenance of a professional working relationship with stakeholders to
promote best outcomes (Masin & Valle-Riestra, 2007; Pritchard & Woollard, 2010; Thistlewaite,
2012).
Finally, human resources are critical to managing the proposed change. Managing change
is about managing people, and organizational change has an important human dimension (Moran
& Brightman, 2001). As a change agent, my role is to “take the necessary actions that will sell
the change recipients on the merits of an organizational change” (Armenakis & Harris, 2009, p.
132). Because the proposed change is profound, I must “create opportunities for people to
reexamine and adjust their own values and beliefs. Unless people can integrate change on a
personal level, they cannot sustain it organizationally” (Moran & Brightman, 2001, p. 113).
Selling the change recipients on the merits of organizational change also relates to the resource
of time. Examining beliefs and adjusting values requires reflection, and reflection takes time. As
Bolman and Gallos (2011) stated, leaders require followers, and followers are much more likely
to come along if they see value in and understand where the leader wants to go.
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The following subsection discusses the short- and long-term goals of the proposed
change. In addition, limitations are presented.
Goals and Limitations
Transition to the proposed change as outlined in this OIP is associated with multiple goals
and limitations, a sample of which are presented in this subsection. The proposed change of this
OIP, facilitating a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty, has multiple goals. Short-term
goals include awakening my colleagues to the benefits of engaging in a culture of collaboration
and mobilizing them to act with the intent of changing (increasing) the culture of collaboration
among ECS faculty. Meeting these short-term goals will support the long-term goals of this OIP.
The long-term goals of this OIP are to institutionalize the change and nurture ECS graduates so
that they are better prepared to meet their ethical obligations of supporting the diverse needs of
Canadian children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and well-being (Sykes, 2014).
Achievement of the long-term goals aligns with the proposed change in the context of equity,
ethics, and social justice. As discussed in Chapter 1, leadership and faculty of the ECS program
have an ethical obligation to engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills, knowledge,
and pedagogical practices that will produce graduates of the highest quality. Transition to this
change will result in graduates who are better prepared to make the greatest possible difference
in children’s lives by supporting children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and wellbeing (Sykes, 2014).
Various factors impose limitations to the transition proposed in this OIP. The limitations
of both human resources and resistance to change are both discussed in this chapter. Additional
limitations are presented in the section Next Steps and Future Considerations. The most
substantial limitation of this change implementation plan entails human resources; specifically,
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the issues of staff turnover (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016) and resistance to change. The ECS
program is staffed solely by sessional faculty, and this category of staff poses limitations to the
change implementation due to their sessional status. Sessional instructors are “temporary
instructors whose jobs pay poorly, feature little stability, and often have no benefits” (Gismondi,
2021, para. 21). Sessional employment is impermanent and nontenured. The absence of job
security is profound, limiting the degree to which faculty immerse themselves in activities
outside of the teaching contract (Macdonald, 2013).
As presented in Chapter 2, the core values of my leadership framework are
empowerment, equality, and reflection. I hope to mobilize these values to engage all faculty to
actively participate in the change process as equal partners in discussion, collaboration, and
decision-making. However, the potential for resistance is significant. Faculty may oppose the
proposed change if the value of their role in the process is not clear (Kezar, 2018). To minimize
this potential challenge, it is crucial that I role model and value collaboration and openness to
discussion from the outset (Lewis, 2019).
Resistance refers to an act of disobedience or defiance, or devaluing and avoiding change
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Lewis, 2019; Oreg, 2003; Scharmer, 2016), posing limitations to the
change plan. Reasons for resistance to the change plan can include a desire not to lose something
of value, fear of loss of control, fear of the unknown, misunderstanding of the change and its
implications, reluctance to give up old practices, and cognitive rigidity (Kotter & Schlesinger,
2008; McBride, 2010; Oreg, 2003). The reasons for resistance most applicable to this OIP are
fear of the unknown and reluctance to give up old practices. As a change agent I will address
resistance throughout the transition by generating ongoing communication as prescribed by
social constructivism, organizational culture theory, the cultural framework, and participative and
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transformational leadership (Kezar, 2018; McBride, 2010). By involving potential resistors in the
design and implementation of change, I will minimize or eliminate resistance (Kotter &
Schlesinger, 2008).
The following section discusses the process for monitoring and evaluating the proposed
change. A participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation in addition to the PDSA model
(Langley et al., 2009) are presented.
Change Process Monitoring and Evaluation
In this section I present the participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation, and
the PDSA model (Langley et al., 2009), with connections to the leadership framework for
leading the change. I discuss the various methodologies proposed to monitor and assess
change while ensuring triangulation. Finally, I present how I will use a participatory
orientation to refine the change implementation plan in response to the monitoring and
evaluation findings.
Monitoring and Evaluation
Monitoring and evaluation are integral to the effective operation of programs and change
plans (Cawsey et al., 2016; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Park, 2017). Hence, as much time,
thought, and value should be placed on monitoring and evaluation as is placed on planning and
implementation. In fact, Park (2017) and Cawsey et al. (2016) have argued that how
organizational change will be evaluated should be determined before one plans the change. The
word monitoring refers to systematically tracking progress against a range of predetermined
indicators and benchmarks (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Mento et al., 2002; Moran &
Brightman, 2001).
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Evaluation is defined as “the planned, periodic, and systematic determination of the
quality and value of a program, with summative judgement as to the achievement of a program’s
goals and objectives” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 150). Evaluation provides an opportunity
to demonstrate tangible outcomes of the intervention or change (Park, 2017). Monitoring and
evaluation are interlinked and can draw from the same data sources, each adapting that data for
various purposes (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). Nielsen and Hunter (2013) stated that
“monitoring information can generate questions to be answered by evaluation studies; vice versa,
evaluation studies can generate knowledge that requires continuous monitoring of performance”
(p. 120).
The tools and practices chosen to monitor and evaluate the proposed change in this
OIP are a participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation, and the PDSA model
(Langley et al., 2009). Figure 8 depicts the PDSA model, a four-step iterative “cycle used
primarily as a scheme of quality improvement process” (Pietrzak & Paliszkiewics, 2015, p.
152).
The PDSA model will be employed alongside the participatory approach as it “begins
with a plan and ends with action according to the learning gained from the Plan, Do and Study
phases of the cycle” (Langley et al., 2009, p. 25) and can be implemented at each step of the
change path model (Cawsey et al., 2016). For example, awakening can be planned,
implemented, studied, and then acted upon, with changes being made for the subsequent cycle
of awakening.
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Figure 8
Plan, Do, Study, Act Cycle

Note. Adapted from “Evolution of the PDCA Cycle,” by R. Moen and C. Norman, 2009, p. 9.
Paper presented at the 7th ANQ Congress, Tokyo, Japan (https://rauterberg.employee.id.tue.nl/
lecturenotes/DG000%20DRP-R/references/Moen-Norman-2009.pdf).
As previously mentioned, I chose a participatory orientation to monitoring and
evaluation. Coghlan (2005) defined participatory evaluation as “an overarching term for any
evaluation approach that involves program staff or participants actively in decision making and
other activities related to the planning and implementation of evaluation studies” (p. 291). More
specifically, Cooper (2018) defined participatory evaluation as “a process of collective action
that involves a range of stakeholders in reflection, negotiation, collaboration and knowledge
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creation” (p. 49). Markiewicz and Patrick (2016) stressed that a participatory orientation to
monitoring and evaluation requires forging “a working partnership and collaboration between
evaluators, stakeholders, and program beneficiaries in order to increase evaluation ownership
and use” (p. 163). Park (2017) listed three groups that must be included in organizational change
and evaluation: those who plan the evaluation, those who will be evaluated, and those who will
conduct the evaluation.
In the context of this OIP, stakeholders include sessional faculty, leadership of the ECS
program, and the union representing sessional faculty. A participatory orientation promotes
inclusion and stakeholder engagement in various activities related to the planning,
implementation, and monitoring of the change, including decision-making (Cooper, 2018; King,
2005; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Mayoux, 2006; Rowe & Jacobs, 1998). Engagement is
critical, in particular in proposed changes where the change target is deeply embedded in the
organization, such as a change to organizational culture (Cawsey et al., 2016). Further, a
participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation adheres to multiple considerations of
Gopichandran and Indira Krishna’s (2013) ethical framework for monitoring and evaluation such
as transparency and respect. Both transparency and respect are critical to the proposed change
monitoring and evaluation plans. For example, if my colleagues feel that information is being
withheld from them, or that their skills and expertise are not respected, engaging them as active
participants in the process will face additional challenges.
A participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation is stakeholder based, central to
organizational legitimacy (C. W. Lee, 2015), and results in stakeholders feeling valued,
empowered, and more likely to engage in committed, ongoing contributions to the change
process (Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cawsey et al., 2016; Earl & Cousins, 2004; Gopichandran &
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Indira Krishna, 2013; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Rowe & Jacobs, 1998). Stakeholder
commitment and empowerment promote successful change as successful change requires that
consensus be achieved “on what to measure, how to measure it, and what to do when corrections
are needed” (Schein & Schein, 2018, p. 160).
A participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation aligns with my leadership
framework, overarching paradigm, and change framework, and it promotes stakeholder
empowerment (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). For example, participative leadership requires a
leader who communicates and consults with followers and invites them to share in decisionmaking (Northouse, 2019). Further, social constructivism promotes meaning-making that
requires interaction with peers. A participatory orientation also aligns with my plan to
communicate the need for change and change process, which entails ongoing communication
and relationship building with stakeholders to support consensus building and successful
implementation of the change initiative (Bryman & Bell, 2016; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016;
Schein & Schein, 2018).
Despite the benefits of a participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation, the model
does present challenges. Challenges include the required level of expertise, knowledge, and skills
among evaluators, and the time involved in implementing a participatory practice (Earl &
Cousins, 2004; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). The challenge of time is further amplified by the
reality that faculty are sessional and are not compensated for engaging in professional
development activities outside of the teaching contract. An additional challenge is that peers may
view the word participatory as a buzzword and not fully trust my intent to engage their
participation at all stages of change, including monitoring and evaluation (Cornwall & Brock,
2005). Table 2 outlines the stages of the PDSA model (Langley et al., 2009), actions that relate to
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each stage in relation to this OIP, and how a participatory orientation to monitoring and
evaluation will be ensured.
Table 2
Plan, Do, Study, Act Stages and Related Actions
Stage

Actions

Plan

● Inviting

colleagues to the planning stage, and valuing their ideas and
contributions.
● Considering how each stakeholder is engaged and how each goal can be
measured (Park, 2017).
● Ensuring goals align with the PoP and preferred solution (Park, 2017).
● Collaboratively deciding what action should be taken, who should be involved,
along with where, when, and most importantly, how (Moen & Norman, 2009;
Preskill & Torres, 1999).

Do

● Executing

Study

● Collaborative data

the change plan, while collecting data and initiating early analysis of
the data (Moen & Norman, 2009).
● Inviting colleagues to engage in the plan, its facilitation, monitoring, and
evaluation.
● Role modelling and engaging in reflective group practice.
analysis, summarizing what was learned (Moen & Norman,

2009).
● Ensuring participatory orientation: data are more effectively analyzed and
interpreted as a collaborative effort, particularly when analyzed by those most
closely associated with the issue being explored (Preskill & Torres, 1999).
● Role modelling and engaging in reflective group practice.
Act

● Applying

the results realized through data analysis and reflection to determine
what changes are to be made in the next change cycle and then adapting the
planned change accordingly (Moen & Norman, 2009).
● Adapting the communication plan and knowledge mobilization plan (Preskill &
Torres, 1999).
The following subsection presents the proposed methodology to monitor and evaluate

transition to the proposed change. The methodology includes the use of both quantitative and
qualitative data. In addition, how the implementation plan will be adjusted is presented.
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Methodology
The methodology proposed for monitoring and evaluating the change is founded upon
Wenger et al.’s (2002) model for how to measure value creation through the use of anecdotal
evidence and systematicity. Anecdotal evidence entails using stories or language to explain
linkages between activities, meaning-making, and performance outcomes (Wenger et al., 2002).
Systematicity involves the collection of anecdotal evidence in an orderly and consistent fashion
to ensure that a diverse range of activities, voices, and experiences are heard. Systematicity can
also include the use of quantitative measures (Wenger et al., 2002). Wenger et al.’s (2002) model
aligns with my leadership framework and the theories underpinning this OIP. For example, as a
participative leader, I will consult with colleagues, invite them to share in decision-making,
gather their ideas and opinions, and integrate their suggestions into decisions about how the
proposed change could be evaluated (Belle, 2016; Bolman & Deal, 2017; Northouse, 2019). The
methodology also aligns with organizational culture theory which places an emphasis on the use
of language for stakeholders to make meaning with one another (Schein, 2010).
To align with Wenger et al.’s (2002) model, and to address the inherent weaknesses in all
data collection methods, I will collect both qualitative and quantitative data (Preskill & Torres,
1999). A mixed methodology uses both quantitative and qualitative data, integrating the
information collected and forming interpretations based on their combined strengths, ensuring
triangulation (Bryman & Bell, 2016; Creswell, 2015; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Rowe &
Jacobs, 1998; Wenger et al., 2011). Triangulation, “using more than one method in the study of
social phenomena” (Bryman & Bell, 2016, p. 306), enhances the credibility of the methodology,
ensuring that the data collected are accurate and legitimate. A mixed methodology also aligns
with a participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation (Guijt, 2014). Markiewicz and
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Patrick (2016) have supported the value of mixed methodology, stating that a mixed
methodology is a medium that can overcome the limitations imposed by the use of qualitative or
quantitative methods alone.
The collection of quantitative data is critical as the more an organization’s goals and
activities can be quantified the more effective and permanent the change will be (Moran &
Brightman, 2001). Quantitative measures can entail the use of online questionnaires and surveys
that can be systematically completed and collected at regular intervals, through the various steps
of the change process, to access opinions and assess attitudes and beliefs relevant to the change
(Cawsey et al., 2016). These measures are critical because “change progress needs to be
measured at all stages of organizational change, not only at the end” (Mento et al., 2002, p. 56).
Systematic quantitative data collection also aligns with the last step of the change path model,
institutionalization, as it requires periodic tracking of change through multiple balanced
measures, which can be influenced by a participatory orientation to monitoring and evaluation
(Cawsey et al., 2016). For example, data collection will be initiated with an anonymous online
survey to assess for readiness. I will analyze the quantitative data collected from this survey in
addition to other quantitative measures using a statistical analysis software tool such as SPSS
(Bryman & Bell, 2016). I had extensive experience with SPSS in my previous professional role,
coordinating a national research project for a children’s mental health centre. A participatory
orientation can be ensured by collectively deciding the information the quantitative measures
will collect and collaboratively reflecting on the data and analysis.
A qualitative methodology, such as engaging in dialogue through the use of focus groups,
interviews, and personal value narratives, is most appropriate in the participatory approach as it
results in the collection of data that are meaningful to the participants (Bryman & Bell, 2016;
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Scharmer, 2016; Schein & Schein, 2018; Wenger et al., 2011). Engaging in dialogue can be
initiated with guiding questions such as “What meaningful activities did you participate in?
“How did this influence your practice? What did it enable that would not have happened
otherwise?” (Wenger et al., 2011, p. 35). Posing questions such as these provides the opportunity
to acquire information, insight, and clarity on participants’ views of the change process (Preskill
& Torres, 1999).
Qualitative methods will augment the quantitative data collected. Qualitative methods
have “been termed constructionist as they develop understanding through interpreting the
meanings that people generate of their realities” (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016, p. 165). This
constructionist orientation aligns with the social constructivist paradigm underpinning this OIP. A
participatory orientation to qualitative data collection is ensured by collectively developing focus
group and interview questions and having the data collectively coded, interpreted, and reflected
upon (Bryman & Bell, 2016). I will use Software such as QSR’s NVivo to organize and interpret
the qualitative data (Bryman & Bell, 2016). In my previous professional role, I received
extensive training in NVivo, oversaw analysis of the project’s qualitative data, and, accordingly,
am confident in my skills to use the NVivo software appropriately and effectively.
Adjusting the Implementation Plan
Adjusting the implementation plan involves engaging in formative evaluation. Formative
evaluation refers to the continuous solicitation of feedback to determine whether the change
intervention is going well, producing the planned outcomes, and supporting the process of
improvement (Park, 2017; Patton, 2008). Earl and Cousins (2004) stated that “participatory
evaluation is best suited to formative evaluation projects that seek to understand innovations
(programs) with the expressed intention of informing and improving their implementation” (p.
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9). Facets of the PDSA model (Langley et al., 2009) and the change path model (Cawsey et al.,
2016) will be used to engage in formative evaluation. I will adjust the implementation plan based
on the insights gained through the formative evaluation process. Step 4 of the change path
model, institutionalization, means transition to a sustained culture (Cawsey et al., 2016). In this
case, that culture would promote faculty collaboration and the implementation of a participative
process to monitor, evaluate, and revise the collaborative process on an ongoing basis. In
alignment with a participatory orientation, collaborative review and reflection of data will
underpin the revision of activities to best support the short- and long-term goals of the proposed
change. Preskill and Torres (1999) stated that reflection that takes place after change agents and
stakeholders have acted provides an opportunity to review which strategies were effective and
which were not and to determine how to adjust those strategies accordingly.
The study and act stages of the PDSA model (Langley et al., 2009) also support
adjustment to the implementation plan. The study stage summarizes what was learned (Moen &
Norman, 2009). As the change agent I will use group reflection on what was learned and a
participatory orientation to study the data. Data are more effectively analyzed and interpreted as
a collaborative effort. This process is particularly relevant when the data are being examined by
those most closely associated with the issue being explored (Preskill & Torres, 1999).
Act involves using the results realized through data analysis and reflection to determine
what changes are to be made in the next change cycle and then adapting the implementation
accordingly (Moen & Norman, 2009). This stage can include referring back to and reflecting on
organizational readiness (Armenakis & Harris, 2009). The process of adapting the
implementation plan and validating the change strategy is one that can repeat itself many times
and will vary with context and the individuals involved (Moran & Brightman, 2001; Pietrzak &
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Paliszkiewics, 2015). The process can also vary based on proximity to the intended outcome,
facilitating a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty. If achievement of the intended
outcome is achieved or at hand, change efforts will focus on institutionalization.
The following section presents how I will communicate the need for change and the
change process to stakeholders throughout the transition to the proposed change of fostering a
culture of collaboration among ECS faculty. In addition, I present a knowledge mobilization
plan.
Plan to Communicate the Need for Change and Change Process
This section addresses how the need for change and the change process will be
communicated with stakeholders. I address how I will build awareness of the need for change
within the organization and how I will frame issues for various audiences such as colleagues and
ECS leadership. In addition, I share the questions I anticipate receiving from stakeholders, and
how I propose to respond to them. I present a knowledge mobilization plan, and how I plan to
communicate clearly and persuasively to relevant stakeholders. Finally, I discuss how I will
communicate the path of change, milestones, challenges, and successes.
Communication Plan
Language is critical to an effective communication plan. Lewis (2019) stated that
“communication plays [a] tremendously important [role] throughout change processes in serving
as the means by which people construct what is happening, influence the constructions of others,
and develop responses to what is being introduced to them as change” (p. 49). An effective
communication plan uses language to minimize resistance to change, as communication of ideas
helps people see the need for, and the logic of, a change (Beatty, 2015; Cawsey et al., 2016;
Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008; Lewis, 2019). An effective communication plan enables
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stakeholders to make informed and appropriate decisions at all stages of the change process
(Moran & Brightman, 2001). This communication plan will exemplify and uphold the value of
language in its communication avenues and purpose.
The communication plan for this OIP is based on Klein’s (1996) communication strategy
for change and is augmented with the principles of mindful and persuasive communication with
a participatory orientation. Research suggests that “group-level change processes, including
participation and communication, are likely to be antecedents of work group change readiness”
(Rafferty et al., 2013, p. 123).
Klein (1996) stated that communication strategies should align with the general stages of
a planned change. Klein presented his analysis in comparison to Kurt Lewin’s model of
unfreezing, changing or moving, and refreezing. In the context of this OIP, Klein’s
communication strategies are aligned with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) change path model as well as
their communication phases.
Awakening
Communication during the stage of awakening will address the anticipated question of
why the proposed change is required, aligning with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) communication phase,
Developing the Need for Change. An effective communication plan is critical to the stage of
awakening as “the process by which the change is introduced can set the tone among recipients
with respect to acceptance or rejection” (Mento et al., 2002, p. 55). As a change agent I cannot
assume that although I am thoroughly familiar with the why, what, and how of a change
initiative, that my colleagues are as well (Beatty, 2015).
In the stage of awakening, I must focus language and communication on preparing the
organization and stakeholders, increasing their understanding of the change, and reducing
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confusion and resistance (Kang, 2015; Klein, 1996; Lewis, 2019; Mento et al., 2002). Increasing
understanding and reducing resistance can be achieved through the use of persuasive
communication, or “the use of experts to sell a change” (Cawsey et al., 2016, p. 326). Upon
completion of this OIP, I will be recognized by my colleagues as someone who has studied
change implementation at an academic level. The focus of my doctoral study will guide the
success of the change plan, with the first step being awakening my colleagues to the gap between
the present state of the ECS culture and the future desired state of a culture of collaboration
(Cawsey et al., 2016; Klein, 1996).
Awakening requires the communication principles of message redundancy and the use of
diversified channels. Message redundancy and diversified channels are critical as message
redundancy is related to message retention and the use of several media is more effective than
just one (Cawsey et al., 2016; Klein, 1996; Mento et al. 2002; Pietrzak & Paliszkiewics, 2015;
Rafferty et al., 2013). Diversified channels of communication are numerous, can vary in
appropriateness for each stakeholder, and can include face-to-face or virtual meetings,
distribution of brochures or newsletters, groupware, and electronic bulletin boards (Armenakis &
Harris, 2009; Beatty, 2015; Pietrzak & Paliszkiewics, 2015). For example, face-to-face, informal
interactions are an appropriate form of communication with the peers I interact with routinely.
These communications can be reflected upon, summarized, and shared digitally with colleagues
who teach virtually. Program administrators may prefer succinct pieces of information formatted
as a brief.
Mobilization and Acceleration
The main intent of the communication plan during the stages of mobilization and
acceleration is to inform stakeholders of progress (Klein, 1996). Cawsey et al. (2016) referred to
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this phase as the Midstream Change Phase. Reporting changes to stakeholders during these
stages is critical. I will employ my leadership framework to support the communication plan in
these stages as it draws upon reflection and participative leadership. In addition, my role as a
change agent will be emphasized, applying my collegial authority to impact others’ opinions and
attitudes (Klein, 1996). Progress or changes will be communicated with stakeholders, reflection
on the changes will be encouraged, and a participatory orientation will be used to discuss and
communicate next steps. Communicating with colleagues includes scheduled semester ‘start up’
meetings. In order to reach a broader audience, I will present at teaching and learning events at
Institute G. I will implement the communication plan in these stages and use language to
continually reassure colleagues of the benefits of the change, mobilize and sustain momentum,
address and clarify misunderstandings, and challenge misconceptions that may surface as the
change plan progresses (Klein, 1996; Kotter & Schlesinger, 2008; Scharmer, 2016; WhelanBerry et al., 2003). Finally, I will implement a mindful and participatory orientation to
communication to ensure that colleagues will view my values and beliefs as similar to theirs
(Kang, 2015).
Institutionalization
Communication during transition to institutionalization entails strategies that promote
faculty collaboration and the implementation of a participative process to monitor, evaluate, and
revise the collaborative process on an ongoing basis (Cawsey et al., 2016). In practice this entails
inviting, encouraging, and valuing participation in the development of monitoring and evaluation
tools and strategies. Institutionalization includes publicizing both the successes and the
challenges of the change to all stakeholders (Klein, 1996). Cawsey et al. (2016) referred to this
stage as Confirming the Change Phase. Potential questions that may arise during this stage of
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communication include: Has a more workforce-ready cohort of students emerged as a result of
this change? Is the ECS faculty more effective in meeting its ethical obligations of nurturing a
cohort of graduates who are better prepared to meet the increasing needs of Canadian children
and their families? If so, are sessional faculty intrinsically rewarded by the change? These
questions are particularly relevant at this stage as ECS faculty “are getting first-hand experience
with the personal impact of the change” (Klein, 1996, p. 42). To address these questions, it is
critical that I share information in a multidirectional and continuous pattern so that colleagues
and leadership are comfortable in their understanding of the proposed change’s personal
implications regardless of their attitude toward the change (Klein, 1996).
To conclude, a well-planned communication plan can support organizational change in
multiple ways. As outlined by the European Commission (2017), a communication plan can
● persuade colleagues to engage in an activity they otherwise would not have;
● inform colleagues by providing relevant information.;
● normalize the proposed change by giving colleagues the sense that other higher
education professionals are also engaging in a similar change;
● inspire and motivate colleagues to want to do something new, and to continue doing
something; and
● engage colleagues around the issue and encourage participation in all stages of the
process. (pp. 28–29)
Evaluation of Communication Plan
Similar to plans for organizational change, communication plans should be thoughtfully
planned, monitored, and evaluated. Monitoring and evaluation “contribute to improving the
design, implementation and results of communication activities and help make the best choices
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when managing communication services, tools and products” (European Commission, 2017, p.
9). I will use interim or process evaluations that draw on a range of data collection and analysis
tools to examine the communication plan at various stages of the change process, evaluate it for
efficiency and effectiveness, and ascertain whether adjustments need to be made to the
communication procedures (European Commission, 2017; Lewis, 2019). In the context of this
OIP, interim or process evaluations are more appropriate than summative evaluations, as
summative evaluations are typically conducted after the change is complete and focus on results,
leaving little opportunity to reflect and make changes for improvement throughout the change
process (Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016; Park, 2017). To conclude, evaluation of communication
helps monitor reactions to messages regarding the change process so that as a change agent, I can
reflect on those reactions and, collaboratively with my peers, adjust how communication
regarding the change is shared (Lewis, 2019).
The following subsection defines knowledge mobilization and presents how knowledge
mobilization will be facilitated in the content of this OIP. In addition, how knowledge
mobilization can be evaluated is discussed.
Knowledge Mobilization
In the context of this OIP, the definition of knowledge mobilization is borrowed from the
Social Sciences and Humanities Research Council of Canada (SSHRC). According to the
SSHRC (2012), knowledge mobilization refers to “a range of processes that help move research
results into society, as well as bring new ideas into the world of research” (p. 12). Specifically,
SSHRC’s (2013) Knowledge Impact in Society program defined knowledge mobilization as
“moving knowledge into active service for the broadest possible common good” (p. 17), aligning
with this OIP’s proposed change in the context of equity, ethics, and social justice. Knowledge
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mobilization supports the exchange of good practice and lessons learned, provides useful
information and guidance to policymakers and stakeholders, and can take place at various points
in the change implementation timeline (European Commission, 2017; Markiewicz & Patrick,
2016).
Knowledge mobilization aligns with Cawsey et al.’s (2016) stage of institutionalization
and Klein’s (1996) strategy of publicizing the success of the change. The preferred solution to
address the PoP, a union of reflective group practice and CoPs, also supports knowledge
mobilization. Knowledge mobilization is a highly interdisciplinary activity (Levin, 2008), and
CoPs are interdisciplinary mediums that can be adopted for the dissemination, interpretation, and
use of information (Wenger, 1998). This OIP implements Lavis et al.’s (2003) five element
framework for knowledge mobilization, focusing on the following questions: (a) what
knowledge should be transferred, (b) to whom, and (c) by whom; (d) how should knowledge be
transferred; and finally, (e) with what effect? In addition, connections are made to Health
Canada’s (2017) Knowledge Translation Planner, which includes content on how to monitor and
evaluate knowledge mobilization as well as how to sustain its use.
What Knowledge Should Be Transferred?
The first element of Lavis et al.’s (2003) strategy is to determine what knowledge should
be transferred throughout transition to the proposed change. Lavis et al. recommended sharing
multiple research outcomes to ensure validity of the message. Validity is a “research criterion
concerned with the integrity of the conclusion generated by a particular study” (Bryman & Bell,
2016, p. 405). I will employ a participative leadership approach to ensure that all stakeholders
involved in the change have a voice in deciding what knowledge should be transferred, aligning
with Steps 3 and 4 of Health Canada’s (2017) Knowledge Translation Planner. Step 3 entails
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identifying, reviewing, and selecting knowledge, and Step 4 involves adapting knowledge to
local content (Health Canada, 2017).
To Whom Should Knowledge Be Transferred?
The second element of Lavis et al.’s (2003) strategy is to determine to whom knowledge
should be transferred. This element requires determining who the intended audiences are, what
their information needs are, and how these audiences receive, respond, react to, and use the
knowledge shared with them (Lavis et al., 2003; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). For example, in
the context of this OIP, knowledge can be disseminated with various stakeholders such as ECS
faculty, ECS leadership, Institute G leadership, and the union representing sessional instructors.
Methodology can vary with whom knowledge is transferred to (Health Canada, 2017; Lavis et
al., 2003). As an example, for ECS faculty, an appropriate methodology could include the use of
short pieces of information shared through email or curriculum meetings, whereas for Institute G
leadership, it may be more appropriate to use a presentation or brief.
By Whom Should Knowledge Be Transferred?
The third element necessitates determining by whom knowledge should be transferred
(Lavis et al., 2003). In the context of this OIP, messengers can include myself as a change agent
as well as ECS leadership. Who the messenger is will vary with the audience. For example, I
could share knowledge with my colleagues, whereas it may be more appropriate for ECS
leadership, using their titles and credibility, to share knowledge with the leadership of Institute G
(Bayley et al., 2018; Lavis et al., 2003). As change agent, it is within my realm of responsibility
to align the overall knowledge mobilization efforts with others to ensure that ECS leadership and
faculty have the appropriate information and understanding of the solution to the PoP.
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How Should Knowledge Be Transferred?
How knowledge should be transferred is the fourth element of Lavis et al.’s (2003)
strategy. Levin (2008) described both formal and informal methodologies of knowledge
mobilization, with personal contact and interaction being the most powerful vehicles for moving
evidence into practice. Formal methods include official announcements, executive summaries,
policy briefs, and presentations, whereas informal methods include spontaneous, ad-hoc
interactions of stakeholders with each other, with implementers, and with nonstakeholders
(European Commission, 2017; Levin, 2008; Lewis, 2019; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016).
Methodologies will vary with who the audience is and how they respond to different media
(Health Canada, 2017; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). The most critical factor to knowledge
mobilization is that the methodologies chosen promote interaction and engagement between the
messenger and knowledge recipient (Lavis et al., 2003; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016).
With What Effect Should Knowledge Be Transferred?
The final element of Lavis et al.’s (2003) strategy is to determine with what effect
knowledge should be transferred. This requires developing performance measures that are
appropriate to the objectives of this OIP. Pragmatic measures could include documenting how
many faculty are participating in the CoP, how often the CoP meets, and self-reported amounts of
reflective practice. These activities contribute to the greater goals of the OIP, which include a
change (increase) in a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty and improving the overall
well-being of Canadian children and their families (Association of Universities and Colleges of
Canada, 2008; Lavis et al., 2003). The most substantial barrier to knowledge mobilization is the
institutional costs associated with it, including access to financial support for monitoring and
evaluation, outreach, and limited funding (Association of Universities and Colleges of Canada,
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2008; Health Canada, 2017; Markiewicz & Patrick, 2016). I can potentially address the barrier of
cost by applying for a connection grant (SSHRC, 2021). Connection is “a program of renewed
funding opportunities for researchers and institutions to undertake knowledge mobilization
activities, as individuals, teams, and in formal partnerships” (SSHRC, 2012, p. 16). Connection
grants “support events and outreach activities geared toward short-term, targeted knowledge
mobilization initiatives. These events and activities represent opportunities to exchange
knowledge and to engage with participants on research issues of value to them” (SSHRC, 2021,
Description section, para. 2). In addition, I can draw upon the expertise of peers at Institute G
who specialize in knowledge mobilization and provide postgraduate workshops on the topic
(Institute G, n.d.-f) as well as strategies presented in Health Canada’s (2017) Knowledge
Translation Planner. Health Canada’s Knowledge Translation Planner includes content on how
to monitor and evaluate knowledge mobilization as well as how to sustain its use, aligning with
the PDSA model (Langley et al., 2009) and Cawsey et al.’s (2016) stage of institutionalization.
Despite the barriers associated with knowledge mobilization, the Association of
Universities and Colleges of Canada (2008) has cited multiple benefits to knowledge
mobilization, which are broadly summarized into three independent categories: “people educated
in a research-rich environment; knowledge generated and disseminated across disciplines,
sectors and countries; and innovations that fuel new products, processes, services, policies,
behaviours and understanding” (p. 115). The most relevant benefit to this OIP is that knowledge
generated and disseminated across disciplines can result in processes, behaviours, and increased
understanding of the value of facilitating a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty.
Finally, knowledge mobilization supports this OIP in the context of ethics and social
justice. Social justice means doing the right thing for all people, facilitated by nurturing
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environments that are equitable; environments in which individuals are supported to overcome
personal or social circumstances that may hinder accessibility to equal outcomes and well-being
(CECE, 2017; Sykes, 2014). As previously discussed, leadership and faculty of the ECS program
have an ethical obligation to engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills, knowledge,
and pedagogical practices that will produce graduates of the highest quality. An outcome of this
change is that graduates will be better prepared to make the greatest possible difference in
children’s lives by supporting children and their families to achieve equal outcomes and wellbeing (Sykes, 2014). Mobilizing the knowledge gained through implementing, monitoring, and
evaluation of this OIP can contribute to the achievement of this goal (Association of Universities
and Colleges of Canada, 2008; Sykes, 2014).
Evaluation of Knowledge Mobilization
Health Canada’s (2017) Knowledge Translation Planner speaks to the importance of
monitoring knowledge mobilization practices and knowledge use. Monitoring knowledge
mobilization practices and knowledge use in the context of this OIP entails
● collecting and storing information on the progress and performance of the chosen
strategies;
● reflecting on the processes developed to analyze and report on this information;
● reflecting on financial, human and technical resources required and their availability;
and
● deciding how monitoring information collected will be used.
The following section presents next steps and future considerations in the facilitation of
this OIP. Challenges related to agency, professional identity, and organizational context are
discussed in addition to how these challenges might be mitigated.
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Next Steps and Future Considerations
As a change agent I must consider the next steps required in order to advance the
proposed change forward. It is critical that I take the necessary steps to identify and clarify my
colleagues’ values, beliefs, and assumptions, as this knowledge will help me appreciate why
people behave the way they do (Preskill & Torres, 1999). Preskill and Torres (1999) suggested a
number of incremental but substantive steps towards shaping a change, including inviting diverse
viewpoints, role modelling, dialoguing, and reflection. Although the proposed change plan for
this OIP does align with Preskill and Torres’ steps, I must expect challenges.
Three potential challenges, along with how they will be mitigated, are presented. The
challenges relate to agency, professional identity, and organizational context. Bandura (2018)
described three modes of human agency: individual, proxy, and collective. Individual agency
refers to “spheres of activity that are personally controllable” (Bandura, 2018, p. 131). As
previously mentioned in the Organizational Context section of this plan, my individual agency is
limited. I have little control over the social conditions and institutional practices that could
impact facilitation of this OIP. In addition, although I am a well-respected member of the ECS
faculty team, I am one of the more recent hires and lack the automatic credibility that is often
granted to long-serving faculty members. A combination of sessional employment and virtual
teaching due to the impact of the COVID-19 pandemic has limited in-person contact, minimizing
opportunities to build trusting relationships with my peers. The absence of impromptu face-toface chats has minimized opportunities to build trust, resulting in colleagues’ hesitancy to speak
freely during in-person or virtual meetings (Preskill & Torres, 1999).
Consequently, I will make use of “socially mediated proxy agency” (Bandura, 2018, p.
131), which entails influencing others who have the resources, knowledge, and means to act on
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my behalf. Leadership of the ECS program supports the proposed change of fostering a culture
of collaboration among ECS faculty. ECS program leadership are well respected and trusted by
ECS faculty. I will use these foundational relationships as leverage to facilitate change. In
addition, I will exercise “collective agency” (Bandura, 2018, p. 131), which implies my peers
and I fusing our knowledge, skills, and resources in an effort to achieve a common goal. The
preferred solution, a union of reflective group practice and CoPs, aligns with this strategy as
CoPs entail merging our knowledge, skills, and resources to arrive at a common goal.
The topic of identity also poses a challenge. Wenger (1998) defined identity as “the
power to belong, to be a certain person, to claim a place with legitimacy of membership” (p.
207). As discussed in Chapter 1, Organizational Culture, ECS faculty hold a variety of
professional identities and belong to a number of governing bodies. As a result, ECS faculty may
define themselves by their profession and by what is familiar to them (Wenger, 1998). This
challenge can be addressed by using language and dialogue to communicate that identity is not
just individual; identity can be shaped by belonging to a community (Wenger, 1998). Because
most ECS faculty are members of relationship-based and caring professions, they understand that
building relationships with colleagues, community partners, or other professionals that are based
on respect, trust, and integrity is fundamental to their practice (CECE, 2021). Building
relationships that are based on trust and integrity will promote engagement and involvement in
the shared processes of negotiation of meaning (Wenger, 1998).
Promoting engagement aligns with mindful and participative leadership as presented in
Chapter 2, Leadership Approaches to Change, and is fundamental to social constructivism, the
theoretical framework underpinning this OIP. Through engagement, individuals feel a sense of
belonging and develop a new identity (Wenger, 1998). A sense of belonging and identity
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development aligns with the preferred solution presented in Chapter 2, a union of reflective
practice and CoPs, as “the work of engagement is basically the work of forming communities of
practice” (Wenger, 1998, p. 184) and “the formation of a community of practice is also the
negotiation of identities” (Wenger, 1998, p. 149).
In addition, the core values of the leadership framework are empowerment, equality, and
reflection (see Figure 2). I hope to engage all faculty to actively participate in the change process
as equal partners in discussion, collaboration, and decision-making. Faculty may resist the
proposed change if the value of their role in the process is not clear (Kezar, 2018). To mitigate
this potential challenge, it is critical that I role model and value collaboration and openness to
discussion from the outset (Lewis, 2019).
The third challenge relates to organizational context. As noted in the PESTE analysis in
Chapter 1, sessional faculty are unionized, and contracts do not require participation in activities
outside of the teaching contract (Institute G, 2021). Sessional contracts contribute to job
insecurity, which has a negative effect on employees’ job performance and intrinsic motivation
(Macdonald, 2013; Shin, 2019). Although this OIP is not able to influence hiring policy, sharing
the benefits of faculty collaboration with my peers and leadership through the knowledge
mobilization plan may encourage them to reflect on their practices, feel more connected to one
another, and see the benefits of engaging in a culture of collaboration (Macdonald, 2013). In
addition, I can actively engage in knowledge mobilization by leveraging forums such as union
membership meetings and newsletters, to share the benefits of facilitating a culture of
collaboration among professionals with Institute G leadership and the union representing
sessional instructors. In time, disseminating the benefits of creating a culture of collaboration
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may promote and encourage critical reflection on current hiring practices and contracts with the
long-term outcome of making a change to collective agreements.
To conclude, successful implementation of this OIP will result in a culture of
collaboration among ECS faculty, a culture that is multidimensional, ongoing, and meaningful.
An indicator of success is a faculty of colleagues who construct meaning with one another by
harnessing language, communication, social interaction, and reflection to share skills,
knowledge, and pedagogical practices to achieve a common goal: producing graduates of the
highest quality. Meaningful engagement and sharing of knowledge, skills, and expertise with one
another promotes additional opportunities to engage in cooperative activities, thereby
maximizing our performance and contribution to the success of our students (Seonghee &
Boryung, 2008).
An outcome of this change is that graduates of ECS will be better prepared to make the
greatest possible difference by supporting Canadian children and their families to achieve equal
outcomes and well-being (E. M. Anderson, 2013; Sykes, 2014). This outcome will be achieved
by engaging in collaborative practice with early childhood professionals of varying expertise and
disciplines. Collaboration among early childhood professionals provides a community of support
and facilitates learning in disciplines not their own, increasing their confidence and competence
as practitioners (Bernacchio et al., 2007; Hill et al., 2007; Payler et al., 2016). Increased
confidence and competence will enable ECS graduates to address their professional and ethical
obligation of supporting children and families to achieve best outcomes. Supporting best
outcomes for children and families requires a variety of skills, knowledge, and expertise, which
can be achieved only through collaboration (E. M. Anderson, 2013; WHO, 2010).
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Narrative Epilogue
Reflection on this OIP has reinforced Burnes’s (1996) view that organizational change is
most often an open-ended and continuous process that can be driven from the bottom up. This
journey has helped me recognize the importance of blending a number of leadership practices in
order to best leverage the common values of empowerment, equality, and reflection.
Consequently, I address the guiding question presented in Chapter 1: “What leadership strategies
are most effective in my role as a sessional instructor in fostering a culture of collaboration
among ECS faculty?” These values—empowerment, equality, and reflection—along with my
leadership framework, will be employed to mobilize and intrinsically motivate the rich diversity
of professionals that I hope to collaborate with to make a positive change in our faculty culture
(Pietrzak & Paliszkiewics, 2015; Rafferty et al., 2013). This OIP has reinforced the need to
ensure my colleagues believe that the change they are engaged in is valuable for themselves and
the organization (Moran & Brightman, 2001), addressing the second guiding question in Chapter
1: “What factors and organizational strategies will intrinsically motivate internal stakeholders
(sessional faculty) to embrace the proposed change of fostering a culture of collaboration?”
My understanding of the importance and value of applying a participatory orientation to
all stages of the change plan was further enhanced as I reflected on Cawsey et al.’s (2016)
statement, “getting others involved can bring new energy and ideas, and cause people to believe
they can be part of the change” (p. 324). It addresses the third guiding question: “How can I use
Institute G’s emphasis on collaboration, as evident in the mission statement, to support the
proposed change?” A participatory orientation at all stages of the change process is critical to the
success of change initiatives (Earl & Cousins, 2004). Further reflection reinforces my most
critical role as a change agent. Aspects of this role include taking care of the people involved in
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the change process, communicating, and providing guidance and support to aid in the transition
to and adoption of the change, while acknowledging my colleagues’ concerns and emotions
(Bolman & Deal, 2017; Cawsey et al., 2016; Kang, 2015). Reflection on the literature has
strengthened the importance of facilitating a culture of collaboration among ECS faculty.
Meaningful engagement and sharing of knowledge, skills, and expertise with one another
promotes additional opportunities to engage in cooperative activities, thereby maximizing our
performance and contribution to the success of our students (Seonghee & Boryung, 2008).
Most important, engagement and reflection on this OIP has reinforced the responsibility
of Institute G and ECS faculty to facilitate a culture of collaboration among faculty in order to
address our ethical obligations, addressing the final guiding question of this OIP: “How can I
leverage the various professions’ ethical obligations to engage in a culture of collaboration,
thereby resulting in graduates who are prepared to meet the diverse and growing needs of
Canadian families and children?” As previously discussed, leadership and faculty of the ECS
program have an ethical obligation to engage in a culture of collaboration to promote skills,
knowledge and pedagogical practices that will produce graduates of the highest quality. An
outcome of this change is that graduates will be better prepared to make the greatest possible
difference in children’s lives by supporting children and their families to achieve equal outcomes
and well-being (Sykes, 2014). I aspire to this goal by nurturing future early childhood
professionals to develop the skills necessary to best support children and families. As presented
throughout this OIP, supporting best outcomes for children and families requires a variety of
skills, knowledge, and expertise, which can be achieved only through collaboration (E. M.
Anderson, 2013; WHO, 2010).
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Appendix A: Readiness for Change Survey

Readiness factor
People/leadership
We have a team comprised of the
appropriate administrators, faculty, and
staff with needed expertise. There is
multi-level and shared leadership.
Leaders at different levels understand
the role they need to play to move the
change forward. (If not, we have a plan
for educating leaders about their roles.)
We have senior administrative support
for resources, rewards, and other key
motivational and policy issues.
The project has several
leaders/champions. It is not reliant on
one person.
We have identified and hired a project
manager who has the time and expertise
required.
People involved in the project have the
time, incentives, motivation, and
expertise to successfully carry out the
project.
If additional professional development
or training is required, we have
identified what is needed and have a
plan for providing it to project faculty,
staff, and students.
We have identified external experts
required to help campus leaders, faculty,
students, and staff build plans, develop
expertise, and/or evaluate results.

Strongly
agree

Agree

Not
sure

Disagree

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

Strongly
disagree
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Readiness factor
We have identified and informed key
on-and off-campus stakeholders. (Offcampus stakeholders may include K–12
educational community, and/or industry
partners.)
Culture
We have examined the underlying
values of the proposed change and
identified the degree of differences from
current values to understand dissonance
We have conducted a survey (or held
extensive conversations) to understand
resistance, understanding, and values
related to the proposed change.
We have developed documents that
clearly articulate the proposed change to
inform stakeholders and ensured they
have been reviewed and read.
We have attempted to connect the
proposed change to existing values on
campus.
We have examined ways to create new
symbols, stories, or rituals to embed the
change.
We have created a narrative or story to
capture and articulate the change to
stakeholders.
We have a plan for how we will
communicate and celebrate project
results. The plan should include both
on- and off-campus sources as well as
dissemination opportunities (e.g.,
published papers, conference
presentations).

Strongly
agree

Agree

Not
sure

Disagree

Strongly
disagree

X

X

X

X

X

X

X

X
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Strongly
agree

Not
sure

Strongly
disagree

Readiness factor
Agree
Disagree
Sensemaking and learning
We have an understanding of how
X
stakeholders view the proposed change.
We have plan for ways we can help
bridge the gap between current
X
knowledge and needed knowledge.
We have plan to get appropriate data to
different groups that need to engage in
X
learning.
We have developed our data capacity
and knowledge management systems to
X
supports the change.
We have training and support around
data use and interpretation so data can
X
be used to inform decisions needed
around the change.
Note. Adapted from How Colleges Change: Understanding, Leading, and Enacting Change, by
A. Kezar, 2018, Appendix 3. Copyright 2018 by Routledge.
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Appendix B: Organizational Change Readiness Questionnaire
Score
(0–3)

Readiness dimensions
Previous change experiences
Has the organization had generally positive experiences with change?

1

Has the organization had recent failure experiences with change?

0

What is the mood of the organization: upbeat and positive?

1

What is the mood of the organization: negative and cynical?

0

Does the organization appear to be resting on its laurels?

-1

Executive support
Are senior managers directly involved in sponsoring the change?

2

Is there a clear picture of the future?

1

Is executive success dependent on the change occurring?

1

Has management ever demonstrated a lack of support?

0

Credible leadership and change champions
Are senior leaders in the organization trusted?

1

Are senior leaders able to credibly show others how to achieve their goals?

1

Is the organization able to retain capable and respected change champions?

2

Are middle managers able to effectively link senior managers with the rest
of the organization?

1

Are senior leaders likely to view the proposed change as generally
appropriate for the organization?

2

Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by the senior leaders?

2
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Score
(0–3)

Readiness dimensions
Openness to change
Does the organization have scanning mechanisms to monitor the
environment?

0

Is there a culture of scanning and paying attention to those scans?

0

Does the organization have the ability to focus on root causes and recognize
interdependencies both inside and outside the organization’s boundaries?

1

Does “turf” protection exist in the organization?

-1

Are the senior managers hidebound or locked into the use of past strategies,
approaches, and solutions?

0

Are employees able to constructively voice their concerns or support?

1

Is conflict dealt with openly, with a focus on resolution?

1

Is conflict suppressed and smoothed over?

-1

Does the organization have a culture that is innovative and encourages
innovative activities?

1

Does the organization have communications channels that work effectively
in all directions?

1

Will the proposed change be viewed as generally appropriate for the
organization by those not in senior leadership roles?

2

Will the proposed change be viewed as needed by those not in senior
leadership roles?

2

Do those who will be affected believe they have the energy needed to
undertake the change?

2

Do those who will be affected believe there will be access to sufficient
resources to support the change?

2
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Score
(0–3)

Readiness dimensions
Rewards for change
Does the reward system value innovation and change?

1

Does the reward system focus exclusively on short-term results?

0

Are people censured for attempting change and failing?

-1

Measures for change and accountability
Are there good measures available for assessing the need for change and
tracking progress?

1

Does the organization attend to the data that it collects?

0

Does the organization measure and evaluate customer satisfaction?

1

Is the organization able to carefully steward resources and successfully meet
1
predetermined deadlines?
Total

28

Note. Adapted from Organizational Change: An Action-Oriented Toolkit (3rd ed.), by T. F.
Cawsey, G. Deszca, and C. Ingols, 2016, pp. 108–110. Copyright 2016 by Sage.

